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881. By Mr. HALE: Petition of the State of
Maine, that Congress request the Surgeon
General of the United States Public Health
BService to review the present methods em-
ployed in determining conditions under
which soft-shell-clam-producing areas are
closed to the taking of all shellfish that go
into interstate commerce, and that the study
be made with the least possible delay in
order to relieve the serious consequences now
resulting from restrictions currently in force
that hinder the complete utilization of the
shelifish resources of the State of Maine; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

882. By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of Wash-
ington State Association of Soil Conserva-
tion District Supervisors with attached reso-
lutions of Washington Wool Growers’' Asso-
clation and National Wool Growers' Assccia-
tion, commending Soll Conservation Service
and its accomplishments; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

283, Also, petition of the State of Wash-
ington, to set aside the area of old Fort Van-
couver as a national monument; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands,

984, Also, memorlal of the State of Wash-
ington, to provide hunters for extermination
of predatory animals in national parks; to
the Committee on Public Lands.

285. By Mr. HOPE: Petition of Mrs. Jesse
Tanner and 28 other residents of St. John,
Eans,, urging the enactment of 8. 265, a bill
to prohibit the transportation of alcoholic-
beverage advertising in interstate commerce
and the broadcasting of alcoholic-beverage
advertising over the radio; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

386. By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Memorial
to the Senate and House of Representatives
of the United States of America by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the State
of Maine, respectfully presenting and peti-
tioning that Congress request the Surgeon
General review present methods employed in
determining conditions under which soft-
shell-clam-producing areas are closed to the
taking of all shellfish that go into interstate
commerce; that the review be made with the
least possible delay to relieve the serious
consequences; that the review complete
whether or not the methods of determining
the sanitation of soft-shell clams and the
areas involved should not be different from
those used in the examination of oysters and
oyster beds; and that the test shall be made
by testing the clam and not by testing the
water; to the Committee on Mercnant Marine
and Fisheries.

887. By the SPEAEER: Petition of San
Juzn Bautista Council, No. 15643, Enights of
Columbus, San Juan, P. R., petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to request for extension to Puerto ERico of
all legislation that may be approved against
communism; to the Committee on Un-Amer-
fcan Activities.

388. Also, petition of the Free Sons of
Israel, petitioning consideration of their reso-
lution with reference to support of H. R.
2910 and promotion of its enactment into
law; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

389. Also, petition of American Associa-
tion of Social Workers, petitioning considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to
passage of legislation to permit admission
of displaced persons into the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3020. Also, petition of the Atlantic City
Board of Trade, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to endorse-
ment of the bills 8. 866 and H. R. 2523; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

891, Also, petition of the delegates from
the Townsend clubs of the Second Congres-
sional District of the State of Florida, peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to endorsement of the Town-
send plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,
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382. Also, petition of membership of the
Orlo Vista Townsend Club, No. 1, of Florida,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to request for enactment of a
uniform national insurance program; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

383. Also, petition of the New Port Richey
Townsend Club, No. 1, of Florida, petition~
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to endorsement of the Townsend
plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

SENATE
Tuespay, Aprir 29, 1947

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21,
1947)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Give us open eyes, our Faiher, to see
the beauty all around us and to see in it
Thy handiwork. Let all lovely things fill
us with gladness and let them lift up our
hearts in true worship.

Give us this day, O God, a strong and
vivid sense that Thou art by our side. By
Thy grace, let us go nowhere this day
where Thou canst not come nor court
any companionship that would rob us of
Thine. Through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Waite, and by
unanimous consenf, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
April 28, 1847, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was epproved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—

AFPROVAL OF A BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on April 28, 1947, the President had
approved and signed the act (S. 1009)
to extend the time within which the
municipality of Fort Lauderdale, Brow-
ard County, Fla., may consummate the
purchase of the Coast Guard site (com-
monly known as the Base Six property)
which is located at Fort Lauderdale.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaifee, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H. R. 1624) fo author-
ize payment of allowances to three in-
spectors of the Metropolitan Police force
for the use of their privately owned
motor vehicles, and for other purposes, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 736) authorizing the
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia to establish daylight-saving time in
the District of Columbia during 1947,
and it was signed by the President pro
tempore.
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

- By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

Two concurrent resolutions of the Legis-
lature of the Territory of Hawaii; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

“House Concurrent Resolution 33

“Be it resolved by the House of Representa-
tives o] the twenty-fourth session of the
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii (the
senate concurring), That the Congress of the
United States of America be, and it is hereby,
requested to amend section 73 of the Hawai-
ian Organic Act to provide that whenever
256 or more persons holding an honorable
discharge from service, durlng the present
war, in the armed forces of the United States
or from service, during the present war, In
the merchant marine who were residents of
Hawall for a continuous period of not less
than 5 years immediately prior to entry into
such service, who have not theretofore made
application under such organic act, shall
make written application to the commis-
sioner of public lands for the opening of
agricultural lands for seitlement in any lo=-
cality or distriet, it shall be the duty of
said commissioner to proceed expeditiously
to survey and open for entry agricultural
lands, whether unoccupied or under lease
with the right of withdrawal, sufficlent in
area to provide lands for use and occu-
pancy upon 99-year lease, by such persons,
together with all persons of like qualifi-
cation who shall have filed with such com=-
missioner prior to the survey of such lands,
written applications for lands for occu-
pancy in the district designated in said ap-
plications, of 4 acres each. The land to
be =0 opened by said commissioner shaill
be either the specific tract or tracts applied
for or cther suitable and avallable agricul-
tural lands in the same geographical district,
and, as far as possible, in the immediate
locality of and as nearly equal to that applied
for as may be available: Provided, however,
That no leased land under cultivation shall
be taken for homesteading until any crops
growing thereon shall have been harvested:
And provided further, That each lease made
under such enactment shall be deemed sub-
ject to the following conditions, whether or
not stipulated in the lease:

“{1) The lessee shall pay a rental of $1
a year for the land and the lease shall be
for a term of 89 years.

“(2) The lessee shall occupy and com-
mence to use or cultivate the land as his
home or farm within 1 year after the lease
is made, and shall continuously so use and
cultivate said land during the entire term
of the lease.

*(3) The lessee shall not in any manner
transfer to nor morigage, pledge, or other=
wise hold for the benefit of any other per-
son, or agree so to transfer, mortgage, pledge,
or otherwise hold, his interest in the land,
Such interest shall not be subject to at-
tachment, levy, or sale upon court process.
Upon the death of the lessee his interest in
the land and improvements thereon shall
vest as follows:

“(a) In his widow, if he leave a widow;

“(b) If he leave no widow, in such child
or children of his as he may designate by will,
or upcon fallure of such designation, in his
children in joint tenancy;

“{e¢) In the event that he leave no widow
or children, the right to the use and occu-
pancy of sald land shall thereupon revest in
the Territory. .

“(4) The lessee shall pay all taxes assessed
upon the land and improvements thereon
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within 60 days after they become delinquent,
and if he fails so to pay, the land commis-
sioner may thereupon pay the taxes and de-
clare the lease upon same to be forfeited and
canceled, and evict the lessee therefrom.

“Upon failure to comply with any of sald
. conditions the right to the use and occupancy
of sald land by said lessee shall thereupon
revest in the Territory and the commissioner
may take possession of the same and im-
provements thereon; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this concurrent
resolution be forwarded to the President of
the Senate of the Congress of the United
Btates of Amerlea, and to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the Congress of
the United States of America, to the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and to the Delegate to
the House of Representatives of the Congress
of the United States of America.”

“House Concurrent Resolution 39
“Concurrent resolution requesting Congress
to ratify and confirm act 10 of the Session

Laws of Hawaii, 1947, amending chapter

118, Revised Laws of Hawall, 1945, relating

to revenue bonds

“Be it resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Twenty-fourth Legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii (the senate concurring),
That the Congress of the United States is
hereby respectfully requested to ratify and
confirm act 10 of the Session Laws of Hawalil,
1947, amending section 6095 of chapter 118,
Revised Laws of Hawaill, 1845, by extending
the time within which revenue bonds may be
issued and delivered to June 30, 1849; and be
it further

“Resolved. That coples of this concurrent
resolution shall be forwarded to the President
of the United States, to the President of the
Senate of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives of the United
States, to the Secretary of the Interior, and
to the Delegate to Congress from the Terri-
tory of Hawail.”

By Mr. CAPPER:

A petition signed by 287 citizens of the city
of Spokane, Wash., praying for the enactment
at Senate bill 265, to prohibit the transporta~
tion of alcoholic-beverage advertising in in-
terstate commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary. to which was referred the
bill (8. 560) to prohibit the operation of
gambling ships, and for other purposes,
reported it with an amendment, and sub-
mitted a report (No. 147) thereon.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, April 29, 1947, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 736) authorizing the
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia to establish daylight-saving time in
the District of Columbia during 1947.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the sec-
ond time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BRICRER:

8.1176. A bill to amend section 5 of the
Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1633, and for
other purposes;

8.1177. A bill to amend section 5, Home
Owners' Loan Act of 1933, and for other pur-

es,
pﬂg‘ 1178. A bill to amend the Federal Home
Loan Bank Act, title IV of the National Hous=
ing Act, and for other purposes; and
8. 1179. A bill to terminate Executive Or=
der 9070, to reestablish the Home Loan Bank
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Board, to establish a Federal Home Loan and
Housing Board, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

(Mr. BUTLER introduced Senate bill 1180,
to authorize the issuance of a special series
of commemorative stamps in honor of Gold
Star Mothers, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Civil Service, and appears under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia:

B5.1181. A bill for the relief of Robert F.
Parks; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CAPPER:

8.1182. A bill to authorize the issuance of
a special series of stamps commemorative of
the centennial anniversary of Osage Mission,
Kansas; to the Committee on Civil Service.

By Mr. BUTLER (by request) :

S.1183. A bill to incorporate the Virgin
Islands Corporation and for other purposes;
and

S.1184, A bill to amend the Organic Act
of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. CORDON:

$S.1185. A bill to provide for the disposal
of materials on the public lands of the United
States; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. McGRATH:

8S.1186. A bill for the relief of Thorvaldur

Hliddal; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MYERS:

B8.1187. A bill to amend the Canal Zone
Code to provide for 8 minimum wage; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

S.1188. A bill to provide that consideration
shall be given, in establishing retention pref-
erence regulations, to employees permanently
injured in line of duty, and to permit exemp-
tion of such employees from the regulations;
to the Committee on Civil Service

S.1189, A bill for the relief on Mrs. Susie
E. Felmy; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

GOLD STAR MOTHERS COMMEMORATIVE
STAMPS

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to introduce for ap-
priate reference a bill providing for com-
memorative stamps in honor of Gold
Star Mothers.

I understand that legislation along
this line is not absolutely essential, since
the Postmaster General could issue such
stamps, if he so desired, under his pres-
ent authority. The Postmaster General
has declined to take such action, how-
ever, and has indicated that it would be
difficult to fit this series of commemora-
tive stamps into the production schedule
of the Department this year.

I am introducing this bill in the hope
that the Postmaster General will make
preparations for the issuance of the
stamps at the earliest practicable date.

There being no objection, the bill
(8. 1180) to authorize the issuance of a
special series of commemorative stamps
in honor of Gold Star Mothers, intro-
duced by Mr. BUTLER, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Civil Service.

LABOR RELATIONS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted several
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the hill (S, 1126) to amend the
National Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation
of labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor
organizations and employers, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.
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REDUCTION OF INCOME TAX—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted several
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 1) to reduce indi-
vidual income-tax payments, which were
referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF NATIONALITY ACT OF
1940—AMENDMENT

Mr. MYERS submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (8. 518) to amend the Nationality
Act of 1940 to preserve the nationality
of citizens who were unable to return to
the United States prior to October 14,
1946, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary and ordered to be
printed.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 1624) to authorize pay-
ment of allowances to three inspectors
of the Metropolitan Police force for the
use of their privately owned motor vehi-
cles, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

The

Alken Hawkes Myers '
Baldwin Hayden O'Conor
Ball Hickenlooper O'Daniel
Barkley Hill O'Mahoney
Brewster Hoey Overton
Bricker Holland Pepper
Bridges Ives Reed
Brooks Jenner Revercomb
Buck Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va.
Bushfleld Johnston, S. C. Robertson, Wyo.
Butler Eem Russell
Byrd Kilgore Saltonstall
Cain EKnowland Bmith
Capper Langer Sparkman
Chavez Lodge Stewart
Connally Lucas Taft
Cooper McCarran Taylor
Cordon McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Donnell MgcClellan Thye
Downey McFarland Tobey
Dworshak McGrath Tydings
Eastland McKellar Umstead
Ecton McMahon Vandenberg
Ellender Magnuson Watkins
Ferguson Malone Wherry
Flanders Martin White
Fulbright Maybank Wiley
George Millikin Williams
Green Moore Wilson
Gurney Morse Young
Hateh Murray

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
is necessarily absent.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS]
is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
WacnNER] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LopGE in the chair). Ninety-two Sen-
ators have answered to their names. A
quorum is present.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, on
Thursday, April 17, I met with a group
of several hundred representatives of
CIO unions from Pennsylvania for the
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purpose of discussing pending labor leg-
islation.

The meeting was in the best American
tradiiion. Members of the labor dele-
gation presented their views and urged
support for the propositions which they
considered in the best interests of the
American workingman and the Amer-
ican organized-labor movement.

On my part, I made my position clear,
stating what I held to be labor's rights
and obligations. I sought to suggest a
course of action by labor and by man-
agement which might contribute toward
the establishment of industrial peace.

The meeting was a clear-cut demon-
stration of the right of every American
to a proper hearing and to state his case
frankly and openly.

The visiting delegation and myself
were not in complete agreement as to
the most effective method to reach the
goal toward which all of us are striving.
However, we mef in harmony and with
mutual respect for the opinions of each
other.

A few days later there appeared in the
Washington Observer, a daily news-
paper published in my home town of
Washington, Pa., a paid advertisement
with this headline:

Senator MaeTiN lIgnores will of home
county.

This was followed by an attack upon
me which I desire now to call to the
attention of my colleagues because I
feel honored that I have heen singled
out for this denunciation.

The advertisement was signed “Wash-
ington County Committee, Communist
Party, Gabe Kish, chairman.”

With brazen effrontery, this Commu-
nist and his associates presume to speak
for the people of Washington County
and for the thousands of decent, hard-
working, patriotic members of the fine
labor unions in the community which is
my home.

I say to the Senate now that neither
Kish nor his fellow travelers of the Com-
munist Party committee represent labor
or the community in which they con-
spire to stir up class hatred and preju-
dice, and to undermine faith in the
American system of government.

I repeat, I am proud, and consider it
a compliment, to be the object of criti-
cism and denunciation from the mouths
of Communists and other subversive, un-
American organizations.

For that reason, and because of the
false and fraudulent assumption by Com-
munists of the right to speak for Ameri-
can labor, I now ask unanimous consent
to print at this point in the Recorp the
text of my remarks fo the CIO repre-
sentatives, and also the text of the ad-
vertisement signed by the Communist
Committee of Washington County, Pz.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

REMARES OF EDWARD MARTIN, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM FENNSYLVANIA, TO A DELEGA-
TION OF REPRESENTATIVES OF PENNSYLVANIA
CIO UNIONS IN THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE COMMITTEE ROOM, THURSDAY, AFRIL
17, 1947

I appreciate very much this opportunity to

meet with you representatives of the CIO.
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This meeting 18 so important that I have
written out what I want to say.

I cannot tell you in detail how I shall vote
on the various provisions of the new labor
bills, but I do want you to know where I
stand on certain principles because my vote
in the Senate will be guided by those prin-
ciples.

First, these are the things I am for:

Your right to organize,

Your right to bargain collectively.

Your right to strike—because a strike is
free speech in action—unless the greater
right—the health and safety of the people
is endangered.

‘While, as I have said, I recognize labor’s
right to strike to obfain relief from griev-
ances, I am opposed to jurisdictional strikes,
to sit-down strikes, and secondary hoycotts.

I maintain that the oblization to live up
to their contracts should rest equally upon
labor organizations as it does upon manage-
ment.

I believe the American workingman should
be protected in his right to work freely at
the job of his choice.

I believe the union member should have
the right of secret ballot, without coercion
from any source, when voting in elections or
to decide other matters affecting his welfare.

I belleve that the success of our whole na-
tional economy is dependent upon the
friendly cooperation of labor, management,
and agriculture. Government must be the
impartial friend of each group. It must not
favor one above the other. It must not favor
one faction in labor, management, or agricul-
ture above the others. If the pendulum
swings too far to one side—then the Govern-
ment must do as it has done many times in
the past—step in to restore the balance.

The argument of the CIO to Congress ap-
pears to be: “Let the Government keep out.
We are satisfied with things as they are.”
That is because you have special advantages
today.

When big business monopolies threatened
to push little business into oblivion and dis-
regarded the interest of the public, Congress
passed antitrust legislation. Labor cheered
for that. It wanted Congress to get into it.
When management grabbed every advantage
and pushed labor around, Congress stepped
in with laws to protect the workingman.
Labor had no objection to the Government's
intervention at that time, You will remem-
ber how labor descended upon Washington
to demand votes for those bills just as, today,
it comes to Washington in droves to demand
votes agalnst any change in the exlsting law.
But today the pendulum has swung too far
in the other direction. Some union leaders
are pushing the individual workers around,
taking advantage of every quirk and twist in
the laws that Congress passed to help work-
ers. Some unions are backing business into
a corner and jeopardizing its very existence.
Congress certainly never intended that.

As CIO representatives you have talked to
me frankly and I am talking just as frankly
to you.

The Republican candidates last November
were elected by overwhelming majorities. In
a heavily industrialized State like Pennsyl-
vania, Republican candidates eould not have
received those great majorities without the
vote of hundreds of thousands of our fine
workers in organized labor, This was an in-
dication that the rank and file of labor
wanted an end to industrial strife and ex-
pects this Congress to enact fair and just
laws which will bring this about.

I have always opposed racketeers, whether
they pe in labor organizations, husiness, or
in government.
of the main issues was racketeering and com-
munism in labor—yes, and I mean the Fo-
litical Action Committee of the CIO. I want
to repeat here to you what I said all over
Pennsylvania during the campaign: “Get rid
of your Communists and your racketeers, If

In the 1946 campaign, one-
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you don’t, the Government is going to do it
for you.”

Just how strong the new labor laws will
finally be depends upon how well labor cleans
up its own houses. The CIO has not made
too much progress to date. Some moves by
your leaders toward sweeping out the Reds
and the racketeers have been almost en-
tirely a gesture—nothing more.

Finally, I believe that there is no more
important domestic issue today than the
maintenance of industriai peace. I hope
that more leaders of labor and business will
learn to preach the doctrine of fair play and
good will instead of hate and distrust. Or=-
ganized labor, as a whole, has shown little
disposition to meet these issues with fair-
ness and in a spirit of cooperation. But
you're not alone in that. Neither has man-
agement. On both sides there has been
selfishness and ruthless disregard for the
common good—the good of that great third
party to every dispute—the general public,
Each side has wanted everything for itself
and nothing for the other fellow,

Since you have falled to get together un-
der existing laws, resulting in great loss to
all concerned, I believe it Is the responsi-
bility of government, as the impartial friend
of labor and management, to step in and
referee this thing for the good of all the
people.

I want it understood that I am going to
vote for new labor leglslation. I will not
support legislation intended to punish la-
bor—that is not justice. I want laws which
will correct the glaring bad spots that have
developed under the National Labor Rela-
tions Act. I will vote for legislation which
I believe will correct these and other abuses
and will move the pendulum back toward
dead center where the rights of all are pro-
tected and industrial peace maintained,

[From the Washington (Pa.) Observer]
SENATOR MARTIN IGNORES WILL OF HOME
COUNTY!

Representatives of the AFL and CIO from
Penngylvania visited Senator MARTIN in
Washington to find out where he stood on
the Taft antllabor bill,

Senator MARTIN refused to commit hime
self against the bill. Such actlon ignores the
will of the overwhelming majority of his
constituents in his home county, which is
prolabor.

What is the issue upon which BSenator
MARTIN refused to commit himself?

The issue is democracy. The Hartley bill
passed by the House of Representatives is
not only a blow against labor—it is a blow
against all people and the rights guaranteed
under the American Constitution,

To serap the Wagner Act, outlaw the closed
shop and take away other rights of labor
means—the first steps have been taken to-
ward fasclsm in America.

The people do have a stand on democracy.
They are against all attempts to deny labor
its rights, They know that if labor is de-
nied any rights, then soon all others will
lose their rights. This is the stand of the
American people—It is also the stand of the
people of Washington County. They have a
right to know where Senator MARTIN stands.

Senator MyEns, also of Pennsylvania, has
pledged to carry out the will of the people,
to vote against the Taft bill.

Representative MoroAN, from our congres-
slonal district, has voted against the Hartley
bill—thus truly representing the will of our
people.

We citizens of Washington County have a
special responsibility, being the home county
of Senator MARTIN, to that he also
reflects the will of the people—to take a
stand against the Taft bill.

This is not a Republican, Demcecratie, or
Communist issue. The issue is democracy,



1947

If democracy is to be upheld then the Taft
bill must be defeated. All citizens, without
regard to their political asfiiliation should
unite in demanding that Senator MARTIN
vote against the Taft bill,
Let Senator MARTIN know where you standl
WasmineTon CoUnTY COMMITTEE,
CoMMUNIST PARTY,
GaABg KisgH, Chairman.

HOUR OF DAILY MEETING

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that there will be no session
of the Senate Wednesday night, but it is
the intention to meet tomorrow at 11
o’clock a. m., and to continue meeting at
11 o'clock the remainder of the week.
All Senators should prepare to comply
with that program. Any committees
about to schedule hearings should con-
template that the Senate will convene
each day for the remainder of the week
at 11 o’clock in the morning.

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the announce-

ment include Saturday?

Mr. WHERRY. The policy committee
has not decided yet as to Saturday, but
it will at least include Friday.

Mr. MAYBANK. Ithank the Senator.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
because of the announcement just made
by the able Senator from Nebraska, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations may be per-
mitted to meet tomorrow during the ses-
sion of the Senate, in view of the fact
that we have a large number of witnesses
scheduled who could not be notified in
time of any change in the program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, permission is granted.

MEETINGS OF SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Immigration and the Subcom-
mittee on Constitutional Amendments of
the Committee on the Judiciary may be
permitted to meet this afternoon during
the session of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEETING OF COMMITTEE ON BANEING
AND CURRENCY

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the Senate Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency to sit
between 2 and 4 o’clock this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF COM-
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce may be permitted
to sit this afternoon while the Senate is
in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, permission is granted.

FEDERAL AID FOR EDUCATION—ADDRESS
BY SENATOR UMSTEAD

[Mr. UMSTEAD asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp & radio ad-
dress on the subject entitled “Federal Aid
for Educatlon,” delivered by him in Raleigh,
N. C., on April 27, 1847, which appears in the
Appendizx. |
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TRIBUTE TO THE LATE SENATOR JOSIAH
W. BAILEY

[Mr. GEORGE asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an editorial
entitled “The Testament of a Great Public
Servant,” from the Southern Agriculturist,
paying tribute to the late Senator Josiah W.
Bailey, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY AT UNVEILING OF HIS
PORTRAIT
[Mr. McCLELLAN asked and obtained

leave to have printed in the RECORD an ad-

dress delivered by Hon. John Snyder, Sec-
retary of the Treasury, at the unveiling of
his portrait and Iits presentation to the

State of Arkansas, at Little Rock, Ark,,

April 27, 1947, which appears in the Ap-

pendix. |

THE MOSCOW FAILURE — EDITORIAL
FROM THE CHICAGO DAILY NEWS
[Mr. BROOESE asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an editorial

entitled “The Moscow Failure,"” from the

Chicago Daily News of April 25, 1947, which

appears in the Appendix.]

FEDERAL ATD FOR SCHOOLS
[Mr. SMITH asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp two editorials
by Walter Lippmann from the New York

Herald Tribune for April 26 and April 29,

1947, the first entitled “Federal Aid for

Schools,” the second entitled “More on Fed-

eral Aid for Schools,” which appear in the

Appendix.]

PLIGHT OF THE DP'S—EDITORIAL FROM
THE PROVIDENCE JOURNAL

|Mr. McGRATH asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the REcorp an editorial
entitled “Plight of the DP's,” from the Prov-
idence Journal of February 14, 1947, which
appears in the Appendix.]

LABOR RELATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1126) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to provide
additional facilities for the mediation of
labor disputes affecting commerce, to
equalize legal responsibilities of labor or-
ganizations and employers, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] to recommit
Senate bill 1126 to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, with instruc-
tions. Under the unanimous-consent
agreement entered into last evening, the
Senator from Florida [Mr. PepPErR] has
the floor.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, at the
conclusion of the session yesterday, I was
addressing myself to the pending legis-
lation. I had stated the position of the
President, in his recommendation fo the
Congress at the last session relative to
labor legislation, and his advocacy of cer-
tain measures of that character. I had
read from sections of the views of the
minority, which confirmed the fact that
the three Senators signing the minority
report not only supported the program
of the President as recommended to Con-
gress, but also were favorable to certain
enumerated provisions of the pending
legislation. But as I said, Mr. President,
many of us could not bring ourselves to
support the proposed legislation in its
present form, and its defects would be
augmented if the pending amendment—
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that is, the amendment offered by the
Senators from Minnesota and Ohio—
were adopted, and if other amendments
kindred in character should be adopted
by the Senate at a later time. I placed
my oppositon to this measure squarely
upon the public welfare, as well as upon
the interest of the working people who
are more directly affected.

I had stated that in the hearings for-
mer Governor Stassen, of Minnesota, ap-
peared before our committee to testify.
I should like to read a few excerpts from
the record of Governor Stassen’s testi-
mony. On page 559 of the report of the
hearings we find the following:

But it also appears to me that there is sOme
danger of going too far in the adoption of
new legislation or the amendment of exist-
ing statutes and to so weaken labor that the
result would be injurious not only to labor
but to our free economy as a whole. It is my
view specifically that during the 1920's labor
was too weak, and that the result was harm-
ful in the end to labor, to agriculture to cap-
ital, and to the country as a wkole, ;

Thus it would appear to be very important
that there should not only be consideration
of each specific measure, but also an over-all
evaluation of the sum total effect of legisla-
tion upon the position of labor and organi-
zations of labor in the economy, and upon
the resulting balance in the relationship be-
tween capital and labor.

The corporate device in a structure of pri-
vate capital concentrates rathrr large powers
in management. If we move in the direction
of less governmental regulation and control
of capital and of business, which I hope will
be our direction in the years ahead, then we
must at the same time be guarded les. we
increase governmental regulation and con-
trol of labor to such an extent that the re-
sult would be to strip labor of its fair bar-
gaining position in relationship to private
capital and to, in fact, place it at the mercy
of capital.

It is also highly desirable and will result
in the most healthy economy if labor as a
whole Teels that the new national labor pol-
icy adopted is eminently falr and Just and
balanced. The real success of our entire free
economy depends upon a feeling of fairness
and of voluntary participation on the part
of each of the elements of the economy. To
me this means a maximum of reliance upon
the voluntary action of capital and manage-
ment and labor and its leadership and the
very minimum of compulsion or regulation.

I shall now read from pages 572 and
573 of the hearings. I am reading from
part I, as I was in the previous quotation.
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr, BarLl
in the hearings asked certain guestions
of Governor Stassen. The Senator, as
appears at the bottom of page 572, asked
the following question:

Senator BaiL. Didn't that occur before the
enactment of the Wagner Act, which specif-
ically prohibits any participation by the em-
ployer. All the awards so far certainly have
been enforced vigorously on the employer to
prevent him from diseriminating against
union members. So that I do not think fear
of the employer would play any part in the
individual employee’s decision as to whether
or not he wanted to join a union or remain
in a union. So that the closed shop, in view
of the protection that the Wagner Act gives
to the union, the exclusive bargaining rights
which 1t gives to the union—the closed shop
now is much more a device to consolidate the
union's power over the individual worker
than it is to give the union power versus
the employer.
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I now read Governor Stassen’s reply,
as follows:

Mr, StasseN. I disagree with you. I think
it is one of the elements to balance the
strength of labor and management. And, of
course, it should only be entered into as a
free and voluntary contract agreed upon by
management and the representatives of the
men.

I would thoroughly agree that there has
been an unfortunate tendency through the
war to impose various forms, in one manner
or another, of the maintenance of member=
ship or union shop. But that will adjust it-
self if we balance up these labor rights now
between management and labor and move
on on a free-contract basis.

Mr. President, it is not only the Senator
from Florida and other Senators who
disagree with the Senator from Minne-
sota. Here we find a gentleman of no ill
repute in Minnesota, former Governor
Harold E. Stassen, who was governor, as
I understand, when the Minnesota Legis-
lature enacted labor legislation, which
has been commended by many critics,
and who has been a farseeing and wis2
statesman in the field of management-
labor relations, Yet it is Governor Stas-
sen who is admonishing the members of
his party, and all of us, against disturb-
ing a fair balance between management
and labor, against weakening labor. He
warns it will weaken the economy as a
whole if we do.

Mr. President, I now read further from
the testimony of Governor Stassen, on
page 575 of part I of the hearings. This
time the chairman of the committee, the
able Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] asked
the following question of Governor Stas-
sen: U

The other question I wanted to ask Is
this: You made the statement that in 1929
the depression was due to wage rates getting
out of line with prices. I never heard that
suggestion before, and I wondered if there
was any justification for it, I have heard a
good many explanations of the 1929 collapse,
but that is not one of them, because wages
increased steadily in the 1920's and prices
stayed level, so I could not quite understand
the theory.

Mr. StasseN. No, Senator; that is one of
the factors that caused the 1920 hreak, as I
see it and as some eminent economists have
analyzed it. In other words, it is not cor-
rect that wages Increased cteadily during
that period along with profits and product.
The facts of the matter are that in 1920
corporate profits in this country were four
and three-tenths billions. By 1928 they had
gone up to seven and six-tenths billions.
This is net profit after taxes.

The average hourly factory wages in 1920
were 61 cents; in 1929, 59 cents. The total
product—

Then the chairman of the committee
interrupted to ask the following ques-
tion:

The CaamMAN, That was prior to the col-
lapse of 1920, when everything went down
and prices were approximately the same,
The wage rates, after the depression of 1920,
steadily rose. They went down there for
a while and after that they steadily rose.

Profits have no relation; profits are about
8 or 4 percent of national income. The
question is the relationship between wages
and prices. The real wage by 1928 was much
higher than it was in 1920 and 1921,

Mr. SrasseN. No; it was not.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes; it was.

Mr, StasseN, No. The labor proportion—
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There appears to be some disagree-
ment here between the witness and the
chairman of the committee,

The labor proportion of the total national
product had gone down from 1920 to 1929,
In other words, in 1929 gross national prod-
uct was ninety-nine billlons, and still you
had labor at only fifty-three billions—total
salary and wages. This holding back of
consuming power during that boom rise of
the late 1920's was one of the factors of the
break. You understand, Senator, I did not
say that was the sole cause of the 1929 break,
There were many causes, but it was one of
the causes. In that period—

And I call the attention of Senators to
this statement made by Governor Stas-
sen:

In that period labor was excessively weak in
its organizations in this country.

Senator Monse. Governor, would you say
that during the 1920's the fact that by 1929
average hourly earnings in the factories of
the country were 591, cents an hour reflects
some light on why we had the tremendous
installment buying during that period, be-
cause of the desire on the part of labor to
maintain a high standard of living, but not
the purchasing power with which to pay for
it?

Mr, StassEN. Yes; that was one of the fac-
tors. The extreme installment buying that
came about with the high production but the
low hourly wage, and the whole speculation
wave in the country.

Many of these things added together to
cause the break of 1929. But, I would say,
specifically, that in my judgment, and from
the statistics that are available, in the 1820's
wages lagged behind the increase of produc-
tivity of labor.

If you were to give labor its fair credit for
the increase in productivity, wages during
that period should have gone up more than
they did. During the same period, labor or-
ganizations decreased very sharply in their
strength.

Those are not the words of the Sen-
ator from Florida. They are the words
of a distinguished former Governor of a
great sovereign State, Governor Harold
E. Stassen. They are the words of a man
who has achieved national recognition
in the management-labor field. He has
made a constructive contribution in that
field. There is a man, Mr., President,
speaking his counsel to his country—
against what? Against another depres-
sion, against a repetition of the 1929
tragedy. Here is a citizen counseling the
Congress of his country not to commit
the folly which led to the last tragic de-
pression, which nearly disrupted the in-
stitutions of democracy in America and
brought this Nation nearer to the brink
of revolution than has occurred to my
knowledge since Shay’s rebellion.

Mr. President, that is a solemn warn-
ing to the American Congress by an
American citizen. He is telling us that,
if we do not watch out, there will he a
repetifion of what the Government of
this country did in the early 1920's, and
that the same unfortunate result will
ensue.

So when we stand on the floor of the
Senate and speak against this proposed
legislation, against which Governor
Stassen also counseled, when we oppose
the bill and the Ball-Taft amendment,
does that mean that we are trying to
defend labor in the perpetration of a
wrong? No. Does it mean that we are
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against all labor legislation? No. The
President is not against all labor legis-
lation. He has made an affirmative rec-
ommendation to the Congress. The mi-
nority has favored specific provisions in
the bill of an affirmative character which
we think should be adopted. But the
proponents of this measure are not will-
ing to stop at that point; they are not
even willing to stop with the committee
bill. We already have one amendment
pending which would make it more se-
vere, and we are told that there are
others yet to come before the Senate for
consideration.

What does Governor Stassen tell us
was one of the major contributing causes
of the 1929 depression? He says it was
the lowered purchasing power of the
working people, because they did not
‘have the money with which to buy. Sell-
ers in factories and on farms were not
able to find adequate markets for their
goods except through installment buying,
which represented the inability of the
purchaser to pay for what hc bought un-
less the payments were extended over
a long term. That was a contributing
cause to the inflation and thereafter to
the depression which inevitably fol-
lowed.

Why does Governor Stassen say that
the purchasing power of the working
people—meaning the masses of the peo-
ple—was diminished? First, he says that
labor organizations were weak, and that
wages declined in respect to profits and
prices. He said that those were the
front doorsteps of the depression.

I should like to call attention to what
is happening at the present time in our
economy. I have examined some data
supplied by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics. The Bureau of Labor Statistics
took an average week in January 1945.
It was discovered that average straight-
time hourly earnings during that week
were 92 cents an hour. In December of
1946 the straight-time hourly earnings
gr lwages of workers had increased to

1.10.

If we go a little further we find that
in January 1945, the average number of
hours worked each week by the workers
was 45.4; but in December 1946, the num-
ber of hours worked each week by the
workers had fallen to 40.9. The number
of hours worked each week was nearly
5 hours less than in January 1945.

We find that in January 1945 average
weekly earnings were $47.50. In Decem-
ber 1946 average weekly earnings, in
terms of dollars and cents, had fallen to
$46.86, a decline of nearly a dollar a
week. But, Mr. President, those wages
in dollars and cents must be adjusted to
buying power, and we must take into ac-
count the increased cost of living which
intervened. The -cost-of-living index
went up from 127.1 in January 1945 to
153.3 in December 1946. When we make
the adjustment for the difference in cost
of living, on the basis of the increased
cost of living in December 1946, as com-
pared with January 1945, we find that
in December 1946 the worker was actu-
ally receiving about 22 percent less in
purchasing power of wages than he had
in January 1945. This fact leads me to
the conclusion that what is happening
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now is what Governor Stassen said con-
tributed to the 1929 depression, namely,
falling *“real” wages of the workers, I
‘have shown how the workers’ wages, in
terms of buying power, fell 22 percent
from a week in January 1945 to a week
in December 1946.

Mr., McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEFPER. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON. I should like to ask
the Senator what class of workers these
fizures cover.

Mr. PEFPER. These are over-all fig-
ures.

Mr. McMAHON. Do they cover all in-
dustrial workers?

Mr. PEPPER. Al workers in manu-
facturing industries.

The only other figures I have are for
the bituminous-coal-mining industry.
In January 1845 the average hourly
earnings in the bituminous-coal indus-
try were $1.20. In December 1946 the
number of cents an hour had risen and
the average was $149. But the actual
wages of the worker, adjusted for in-
creased living cost, had fallen 6 percent
from Januery 1245 to December 1946.
S0 we see that the purchasing power of
wages of workers is steadily falling.

Those figures are in terms of their
own previous record. Let us take them
in relation to other groups in the econ-
omy.

Mr. TAFT. WMr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I should like to point out
that the fact is that real wages of factory
workers have increased more than 20
percent since the 1st of January 1940.
While the cost-of-living index has gone
from 100 to 155, the average hourly rate
has increased 80 percent. The average
take-home pay has increased 90 percent.
The tor's figures are all taken at
the very height of the war, when the
workweek was 48 hours instead of 40
hours, as it is today. Real wages have
increased since before the war, without,
so far as I know, any increase in pro-
ductivity; and the hourly rate has in-
creased since before the war to a greater
extent than the increased cost of living,
without any known increase in the rate
of productivity. It is not true that there
is a steady fall. Tt is the result of the
reduction of hours from 48 to 40.

Mr. PEPPER. What I am showing is
that we now have a declining real wage
for the workers of America and that the
decline is going on not only with respect
to the past record of their earnings but
with respect to other groups in the econ-
omy. That, Mr. President, is the point to
which I wish to address myself.

In 1836 the total national income was
$65.000,000,000. In that year salaries and
wages were $40,000,000,000. In 1941 the
total national income was $96,800,000,000.
Salaries and wages were $60,800,000,000.
In 1945 the total national income was
$161.000,000,000. Salaries and wages
were $111,000,000,000.

Listen to the next figures, Mr. Presi-
dent. In 1946 the total mational income
was $165,000,000,000. Salaries and wages
had dropped to $106,000,000,000—$5,000,-
000,000 lower than they were in the pre-
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vious year, 1945—while the total national
income had increased $4,000,000,000 from
1945 to 1946.

Let us make a comparison, taking the
net profits of corporations. In 1936 the
net profits of corporations, after taxes,
were three and eight-tenths billion dol-
lars; in 1941, eight and five-tenths billion
dollars; in 1945, $9,000,000,000; in 1946,
$12,000,000,000.

I call attention to the fact that while
salaries and wages diminished $5,000,-
000,000 in 1945 and 1946, the net profits
of corporations increased $3,000,000,000
in the same period. It is estimated, Mr.
President, by the Department of Com-
merce that corporate profits, after taxes,
in 1947 will be $16,000,000,000, represent-
ing an additional $4,000,000,000 increase
from 1946 to 1947. .

I shall consider next agricultural pro-
prietors. Agricultural proprietors in 1946
received four and four-tenths hillion dol-
lars; in 1941, six and three-tenths billion
dol'ars: in 1945, twelve and five-tenths
billion dollars; in 1946, fourteen and nine-
tenths billion dollars. In other words,
between 1945 and 1946 agricultural pro-
prietors had an increase of two and one-
half billion dollars in their share of the
nationa'! income, I have said in my pre-
vious stafement that salaries and wages,
however, declined $5,000,000,000 in the
same period.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator
have any figures indicating how much of
those profits were occasioned by the re-
peal of the excess-profits taxes?

Mr. PEPPER. I have a considerable
number of fisures on that poing, Mr.
President, which I propose to offer.

Mr. McMAHON. I do not want to in-
convenience the Senator if he is not
ready at this time to give them, but 1
think it would be very interesting to show
how much of the profits were occasioned
by the repeal of the excess-profits tax.

Mr. PEPPER. I can give the over-all
figure. In 1946 $3,119,000,000 had al-
ready been refunded to the corporations
of the country under the tax-refund law.
I have a list of many of them here, to-
gether with the amount which they re-
ceived.

Mr. McMAHON. That is not the
figure I was asking for. The refund of
taxes was based upon a provision of the
law which was enacted at the beginning
of the war, the sp-called carry-back,
which had considerable merit in it.
What I am asking the Senator for is the
amount of excess-profits taxes which
would have been paid in this fiscal year
if at the last session Congress had not
repealed the excess-profits provision of
the revenue act,

Mr. PEPPER. That is a very inter-
esting figure. I regret that I do not
have it available at the moment. But I
stated yesterday that corporate profits
in 1946 were $12,000,000,000 as compared
with $9,000,000,000 even in the war years,
and undoubtedly when the excess-profits
tax were repealed the corporate earnings
increased very largely.

I will obtain that figure and put it into
the RECORD,
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Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. GREEN. The Senator has given
at various times figures for salaries and
wages joined together, but I wondered
whether there was any way of separating
the two, because I have noted that the
salaries of the higher-paid corporation
officials have constantly increased while
wages were not increasing to the same
extent, or not increasing at all, or even
decreasing. So if there is a way of sepa-
rating the salaries and wages, would not
the Senator’s figures be more sigaificant?

Mr. PEPPER. They would be, and I
thank the Senator for the suggestion. In
fact, some corporations increased the
salaries of executives and decreased the
wages ‘of the workers. I have here a re-
minder that a little while ago the Bethle-
hem Steel Corp. granted 6 cents an hour
increase to its workers, and the executives
of that company bemoaned and lament-
ed the severe strain that this additional
wage increase would be upon the com-
pany’s treasury. Evidently the ones
making that statement did not correlate
too well with the treasurer or some other
officers of the company, because at al-
most, the same time the company made
the announcement that the first quarter
of 1947 shows the greatest earnings for
that corp-radion for any period in all its
history. So at the period of its peak
prosperity it was bemoaning and lament-
ing the fact that it was having to pay a
few cents an hour increase fo its workers.

. Mr. GREEN. That is one phase of
my question. The other is, Can the Sen-
ator give the figures separately and deal
with wages rather than with salaries
and wages for that reason?

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I should
like to have that figure, and I will see if
I can obtain it. I think the Senator’s
suggestion is a very good one. The fig-
ures should be segregated.

Let us consider next the profits of the
meat-packing plants, for example. In
1944, they were $46,000,000; in 1945, $34,~
000,000; in 1946, $67,857,000. That shows
somewhat the rate of corporate income
increase.

Mr. Lindsay Warren, the Comptroller
General, in testifying before the House
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Depariments excess
charges on contracts, due to profiteering
and racketeering by business, at $50,000,-
000,000 in 1945. Two thousand and
thirty-seven cases have been prepared
by the Department of Justice, he said,
for court action. That is a little of the
other side of the picture, and should be
called to the attention of those who as-
sert that the only people in this country
who profiteered during the war were the
workers.

A moment ago I gave the fisures for
agricultural proprietors to show that in
1936 their income was $4,400,000,600; in
1941, $6,300,000,000; in 1945, $12500,-
000,000; and in 1946, $14,900,000,000.

The nonagricultural proprietors re-
ceived in 1936, $6,500,000,000 in income;
in 1941, $9,600,000,000; in 1945, $13,100,-
000,000; and in 1946, $15,300,000,000.
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The workers alone—those of our peo-
ple who receive salaries and wages—suf-
fered a $5,000,000,000 diminution in the
dollars and cents they received as their
share of the national income. That has
not been adjusted for price increases.
There, again, I say that the very condi-
tion which Governor Stassen warned
against is recurring in our economy:
Namely, the workers of the United States
are now receiving a diminishing share of
the national income, and they are hav-
ing their purchasing power impaired, and
thereby the economy as a whole is heing
jeopardized. So those of us who are op-
posing legislation of the restrictive char-
acter of the bill now before the Senate,
that will have the result of diminishing
the purchasing power of the people of
America, are defending the banker and
the manufacturer and the merchant and
every other segment of our economy, and
especially agriculture, as much as we are
defending the workers whose wages are
directly being cut.

Mr. President, the disposable income
of the workers of the United States has
also been diminished; but, in addition,
high prices have also diminished the sav-
ings of the people. In other words, in
1945, savings were $34,500,000,000. In
1946 they had shrunk to $15,000,000,-
000—or less than half. I think it must
be admitted that a large part of the rea-
son for that shrinkage in the people's
savings was the increased cost of living.

For example, I hold in my hand a clip-
ping from the Philadelphia Bulletin of
April 22, 1847, reading as follows:

SAVINGS FALL OFF

Americans are not saving as much money
as they put aside during the war. The De-
partment of Commerce gives the figures for
1946 to prove this and it can be taken for
granted that the trend has continued during
the 4 months of this year. Rising prices
which are the chief enemies of saving have
been steadily at work since January.

The Department rightly refers to the high
rate of saving in the war years as abnormal,
Baving during the war was a vatriotic duty.
In addition there was not the wealth of con-
sumers' goods on which to spend money.
One of the appeals made to individual in-
vestors In war bonds was to save money in
order to be able to buy postwar products.

Some of the money saved by corporations
and wealthy individuals durilng the war and
afterward is going into the expansion of in-
dustry. In the workings of our system of
free enterprise these savings are productive,

giving more jobs and good wages for millions
of workers.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. Is it not a well-recognized
fact that during the war everyone was
compelled to save? Our civilian produc-
tion had been cut down, so there were
few civilian goods available for purchase,
Is it not a necessary result of the resump-
tion of peace that savings will be greatly
decreased from what they were during
the war period, and will go back to what
they were before the war period began?
Is not that a necessary result of a return
to peacetime production which is avail-
able for civilian use?

Mr. PEPPER. Undoubtedly that may
be one of the reasons why savings have
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diminished. That is recognized in the
editorial which I have been reading. But
it is primarily the savings of individuals
with low incomes that are being impaired
by the high prices which they have to pay
for things they need to buy.

Mr, President, I conclude reading the
statements of the editorial, with which I
agree:

Nevertheless the decline In savings can be
& warning that the rise in the cost of living
will, if continued, cut the purchasing power
of consumers on which our mass-production
industries depend. Some Americans will not
halt their buying when they are living up to
the last cent they earn. But more will be
cautious in their spending when they find
{tlhey are not saving anything against a rainy

ay.

Mr, President, I now read an editorial
publiShed in the Savannah Naws, of
Savannah, Ga., for March 20, 1947:

INFLATION AFFECTS LIVING STANDARDS

Continusd inflation will cast many mar-
ginal-income families on relief once their
savings are exhausted, according to an arti-
cle in the current Public Welfare, monthly
journal of the American Public Welfare As-
soclation.

Since 1945 the cost-of-living index has in-
creased from 127 to more than 150, with the
effect that relief rolls are lengthening
throughout the Nation. Even in 1945, before
infilation really got started, 8 United States
families out of 10 had to live on less than a
marginal budget, Public Welfare reports.

This budget, devised by the United States
Bureau of Labor Statistics to measure min-
imal living standards, is designed for a fam-
ily of four, without an automobile or other
luxuries, and with no provision for pre-
ventive medicine, hospital care, or higher
education,

Estimates based on 1946 figures indicate
that at least one-third of the families living
on submaintenance incomes already are re-
celving some form of public assistance.
More severe effects are expected when more
families with “marginal incomes"—helow
$2,000—consume their savings.

Bavings are being consumed. In 1845, 19
percent of the familles in the less-than-
$1,000 income bracket were spending savings
to pay living costs, while 21 percent of fam-
ilies in the §1,000-82,000 bracket were doing
likewise. Partial data and other signs Indi-
cate these percentages Increased last year.

Marginal income groups in big cities are
hardest hit by inflatlon, according to sta-
tistics from seven metropolitan areas. The
fact that larger famiiles are found generally
in the lower-income groups further darkens
the pleture. A recent survey revealed that
the income per unit of families without
children is more than twice that of familles
with three or more children., Nearly half of
all children are in families of the latter
group.

Mr. President, we see what lowered
purchasing power and impaired savings
mean, not only to those who have to sell,
but also to the living standards of half
of the children of America. So if one
fights for a principle which will give a
chance to the children of America to
have a decent diet and to have decent
living standards, it does not mean that he
is trying to favor any particular group
in the economy, as against the public
welfare. On the contrary, Mr. President,
I repeat that the welfare of the working
people of America is the welfare of
America, because the welfare of all the
people of America is directly related to
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the welfare of the workers of our Nation;
after all, it is the people who are the
workers of America.

Mr. President, I wish to read one other
article. It appeared in the January 1,
1947, issue of the Evening Sun, of Balti-
more, Md., and reads as follows:
UniTED STATES CONSUMER SPENDING UP 1N 1946

(By Frank R, Eent, Jr.)

WasHiNGTON, January 1.—With the cost of
living at the highest point in any year since
the First World War, American consumers
are spending about 90 percent of their dis-
posable income but have not yet made seri-
ous inroads on their savings bonds.

The consumers’ net disposable income,
after taxes, now is estimated to be about
$150,000,000,000 a year or $10,000,000,000 more
than the estimated income of $140,000,000,000
during the first half of 1945. At the same
time, accordinig to figures of the Federal
Reserve System, ccnsumers are saving now
at an annual rate of only about $15,000.000,-
000 compared with a rate of $38,000,000,000
annually for the first half of 1945,

RATE OF SAVINGS DECLINES

In other words, although disposable in-
come has increased by #$10,000,000,000, the
rate of savings has fallen from about 27
percent in the first half of 845 to about 10
percent. Federal Reserve spokesmen sald this
was about the normal prewar rate of saving,
but ithe consumers’' disposable income was
much smaller then,

Although consumers are spending a much
larger proportion of their increased income
than last year, statistics do not indicate that
they are dipping into savings to any consider-
able degree. Sales of savings bonds have
held up well, according to Treasury reports,
and holdings in the E series, which 15 re-
garded as the main issue, have declined only
2 percent between January and September of
this year. Holdings in E bonds amounted
to $30,900,000,000 in January and had de-
clined to $30,300,000,000 in September.

EEEPING NEST EGGS

In addition, Federal Reserve figures show
no indication that consumers are Reginning
to put hoarded currency into circulation.
The receipts by banks of bills under 820 in
denomination have remained fairly constant.
People who have salted away currency against
a rainy day usually do so with bills of small
denomination, it was explained. There have
been np significant increases in the number
of such bills entering eirculation.

Federal Reserve spokesmen are reluctant
to attribute the decline in the rate of savings
and the increase in the rate of spending to
any single cause. They think three factors
have played an important part in the change,
but they refuse to place any element above
the other two. These factors are:

1. Consumer demand created by war scar=
cities and iIncreased purchasing power.

2. Higher wages which also increased pur-
chasing power.

3. Removal of controls which permitted
prices to rise.

CONCLUSION DRAWN

Actually, spokesmen said, they do not think
liquid assets in the form of savings in money
and securities have played an important role
in the change. The result might have been
the same if wages had been increased and
there had not been a backlog of liguid assets
as well,

Bpokesmen sald one logical conclusion
might be drawn from figures available. The
average consumer today Is spending more and
saving less. He may be doing so voluntarily
by buying vacuum cleaners, radios, and other
items he has wanted throughout the war-
shortage era, or he may be doing so involun-
tarily in order to meet the rising cost-ef=-
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living index, or it might be a combination
of the two. The fact remains that he is
spending more at present.

ADVANCE IN LIVING COSTS

That the cost of living is an important
factor in the increased spending is borne out
by a report of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
issued the first part of the week. According
to BLS statistics, prices advanced more dur-
ing 1846 than In any single year since the
First World War.

Primary market prices Increased 81 per-
cent. Retall prices of family living essen-
tials rose 18 percent from December 1945 to
December 1946. Retail food prices rose 34
percent in the same period.

Mr. President, in the past there has
been a steady increase in the labor force
of this country. In fact, including the
armed forces, in 1944 the labor force in
the United States reached 64,000,000.
Sixty-four million of our people then
were gainfully employed. At the pres-
ent time, including the armed forces, it
is estimated that 61,000,000 of our people
are gainfully employed. It is pertinent,
however, to observe that in agriculture
the number of people employed today,
although the output is greater, is 1,000,-
000 less than in 1940. As a matter of
fact, in 1940 there were 9,500,000 work-
ers employed in agriculture; in 1944
there were 8,100,000; and in 1946 there
were 8,500,000, or 1,000,000 less than in
the year 1940.

Mr. President, what is the significance
of that fact? It means that if there is
unemployment in the cities, the workers
can no longer go back to the farms to
find employment, because today they are
not needed upon the farms. There has
been an increase in productivity upon
the farms which permits agriculture in
America to produce a larger volume with
fewer workers by millions than were em-
ployed in the year 1940.

Mr. President, it is ominous that to-
day in agriculture and industry we have
the highest productivity we have ever
had. A large part of it is consumed by
demands from abroad. We now have an
export market of approximately $15,000,-
000,000 a year, But where is most of the
money coming from to sustain that ex-
port market? It is coming from the
United States Treasury, or from private
credit extended by American business
men, as was the case in the 20’s, when
a similar market came from the same
sources and we helped to build up Ger-
many to fight World War II with Ameri-
can capital, which we never got back.

Mr. President, I say that the best way
to have an assured market for the Amer-
ican producer on farm and in factory is
for the American people to be able to
buy and to use what we make in Amer-
ica. Of course, all of us favor a large
foreign trade. We may differ as to the
best method of getting it, but we all want
g large foreign market for American pro-
duction. I hope the present market will
continue; I even hope it will expand, al-
though we know that, as a practical mat-
ter, it is unilikely to occur, We may see
American exports stop or be reduced to
the amount of the diminution in the
American taxpayer’s money which we
are letting foreigners have with which
to buy from abroad. Wculd it not be bet-
ter therefore, to depend upon the Ameri-
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can market as much as possible? If we
have goods to give away, after all, the
American people could share in the gift
and the donation with the countries
whose people are in such low-income
groups that, judged by American stand-
ards, they cannot have a decent standard
of living.

I do not wish to be misunderstood; I
am not suggesting that we should not
help people abroad in every possible way;
but I think we should get other nations
to cooperate with us in doing that. I do
not think America is rich enough to do
it all by herself. I think the Social and
Economic Council was set up in the
United Nations so that nations might co-
operate with one another in achieving
such an objective, and I think we should
use that agency of the United Nations in
trying to work out trade patterns and
commercial policies and practices which
will make it possible for the economy of
the whole world to be improved. I com-
mend the meeting that ir in progress in
Geneva, where an attempt is being made
to work out an international convention
which will aid the commerce of all coun-
tries.

I should like to see the United States
operating through the World Bank. I
thought that we should have worked
through the World Bank in the past. It
has not yet made a dollar loan, in spite
of the fact that it has billions of dollars
tolend. It was set up for that purpose.

I should like to see the United States
using other mechanisms of the United
Nations Organization, or mechanisms set
up by it which will stimulate the com-
merce and the purchasing power of the
world, so the colossal productivity of
America may continue uninterrupted in
its unprecedented volume.

Mr. President, I say that if the power
of the workers of America to demand
decent wages and salaries from their
employers is broken down, the pur-
chasing power of the real market of
America will be diminished, and the
whole American economy will be con-
demned to another depression. There
will be some people suffering again as
people suffered through the last depres-
sion, and there will be a few of the very
rich jumping out of the windows of the
skyscrapers again, just as they did in
the dark days of 1929.

Mr. President, I wonder why more of
them cannot understand that the recipe
for American prosperity is very simple.
All that is necessary is to make it pos-
sible for the great masses of the people
of America to buy. Then the factories
can run day and night, the farms can
run throughout the season and periods
of the year, with their marvelous output,
and everyone can be well off. But im-
pair the buying power of the American
worker, and the factory wheels in every
part of America will be stilled, and food
from our farms will be rotting again in
the elevators and in the warehouses and
in the fields, as it did in the last depres-
sion, with a nation hungry, but unable
to buy.

‘We are debating here today whether
we are going to have another depression,
and when we are going to have it. I
feel almost like saying of some of the
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proponents of legislation of the charac-
ter that we are considering—and I say
it with no irreverence—as the Master
prayed upon the cross for His erucifiers,
“Father, forgive them, for they know not
what they do.”

The tragedy is that the proponents of
such legislation are not only striking at
the workers, at whom it seems so many
are willing to strike. It is popular today
to denounce labor. If a man dares stand
up today for the workingman, he is
practically accused of putting himself in
the category of the criminal, certainly
of the racketeer, because some gentlemen
who are so loose with their language
readily assume that every American la-
bor leader is a racketeer, but every head
of a giant corporate enterprise is an
angel with golden wings with no taint
upen him at all.

Mr. President, I am saying that the
advocates of this type of legislation are
hurting the manufacturer, they are hurt-
ing the farmer, they are hurting the
banker, they are hurting the rich and
the well-to-do, as well as the poor, in
America. I protest against the folly of
a course which would hurl this Nation
from the peak of prosperity, which it
now enjoys, and cast it into the abysmal
pit of another pitiful depression. Yet,
that is what Governor Stassen said simi-
lar policies did after World War I. That
is what we say the same policy is doing
again after World War 1T,

Let it be said hereafter, then, Mr.
President, who were the ablest and
strongest advocates of free economy, of
free enterprise, of freedom of action in
this great country of ours, and who even
stood up better for big business. Let
our works be judged by the fruits of our
labor in the tragic years to come, if leg-
islation of the kind proposed shall be
;vrigten upon the statute books of the
and.

Mr. President, what is this legislation
all about? We have been hearing from
certain segments of the press and from
certain parts of the people an impera-
tive demand—for what? For legisla-
tion to stop these strikes, they say.
That is what they want, that is what
they are aiming at, something to stop
these strikes.

Mr. President, what is a strike? It is
when a group of American citizens—I
assume they are American citizens; at
least most of the workers of America are
American citizens—it is when the work-
ers of America, or any part of them, for
reasons they deem adequate, leave work
collectively to secure increased purchas-
ing power. Has that gotten to be a crime
in peacetime, when a Presidential procla-
mation has announced the end of hostili-
ties? We did not make it a erime during
the war, and what phenomenal results
were obtained by a voluntary, cooperative
spirit between Government and labor.
Labor did not let the soldiers and the
sailors and the airmen of America
down. There were a few strikes, but a
smaller percentage than there were in
Great Britain, although that country
had drastic antilabor legislation on its
statute books. By and large, American
labor kept its no-strike pledge. Within
the same 24-hour period, I was talking
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to one of our officers who was in France
and to a naval officer who had been in
combat in the Pacific. The officer who
was in France was sitting with me one
evening, talking casually about the war.
He said, “It simply thrilled me to see
magnificent American equipment rolling
across those fields and into the hands
of men who were using it to bring us su-
preme victory.” He said, “It was Amer-
ican equipment which, after all, made it
possible for us to win the war, even with
the loss of life we sustained.” In the
same 24-hour period, the naval officer
who had been in combat in the Pacific,
made almost the same remark. He said,
“You cannot imagine what magnificent
equipment we had out there in the Pa-
cific war.”

O Mr. President, we had the finest
men God ever made, who were using those
machines, but they could not fight a
modern war with bare hands. It was
what rolled out of the factories of Amer-
ica which, as much as anything else, made
this precious victory possible for Ameri-
can arms.

And so, Mr. President, what this legis-
lation aims to accomplish is the preven-
tion of strikes. That is its aim. Would
it not be pertinent to know what are the
causes of strikes? Why do strikes occur?
Why do people quit work?

I have figures here for 1945, but I shall
refer now only to figures which have
previously been put into the Recorp by
the able Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l, and here they are: There were
29 major strikes in the first 6 months of
1946, causing a work stoppage that
equaled 66,190,000 man-hours. Twenty-
one of those 29 strikes were over wages,
and they accounted for a total lost work-
ing time of 63,500,000 man-hours. In
other words, 96 percent of all the time
lost due to those 29 major strikes was
lost in disputes over wages. Three of
the strikes were due to disputes over
wages and union security, accounting for
2,500,000 man-hours lost. Two of the
strikes were over union recognition, ac-
counting for 120,000 man-hours lost.
Three of the strikes, for all other reasons,
were responsible for 70,000 man-hours
of lost time.

What does that indicate, Mr. Presi-
dent? It indicates that the reason most
men quit work is over disagreements with
management about wages. Are people to
be stopped for quitting work because they
do not feel they are getting a fair wage?
Are they to be put in jail because they
will not work for an employer who, in
their opinion, is not paying what they
are entitled to receive? If strikes are to
be stopped, Mr. President, and if most of
the strikes are the result of wage disputes,
can strikes be stopped without setting up
some procedure to stop or diminish wage
disputes? The answer to that question
seems to be as simple as anything can be.

For example, a case in point now is the
telephone strike. What is the basis of it?
Primarily it is a dispute over wages.
What is the opinion of the American
people about the telephone strike? It
should be borne in mind that, if the bill
which is now being debated were law,
the Attorney General could get an in-
Jjunction against the strike of the tele=
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phone workers, and, if they quit work in
violation of the injunction, presumably
they could be sent to jail. I shall discuss
presently whether such a provision would
be constitutional; but presumably they
could be sent to jail; at least they could
be fined any amount the court saw fit
to fine them. Mr. President, how does
the American public feel about the tele-
phone strike?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PEPPER, 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. I do not understand that
under the provision of the pending bill
workers striking for such purpose could
be sent to jail.

Mr. PEPPER. The bill as now drawn
allows the Attorney General, if he
chooses to do so, to obtain an injunction
in respect to a strike that affects the
whole industry, or that, in his opinion,
affects the national health or safety.

Mr. TAFT. It must affect both. It
must affect the entire industry through-
out the country, and also affect the na-
tional health or safety.

Mr. PEPPER. Very well.

Mr. TAFT. I doubt very much that
the telephone strike comes within its
terms. But, apart from that, of course,
I think it should be pointed out that the
injunction provided for is an injunction
for only 60 days. Surely it is not too
much to ask workers to continue working
for 60 days, while the Government makes
an effort to settle the dispute, if it affects
the safety or health of 140,000,000 people.
Surely, it is merely a slight inconvenience
to ask them to wait for 60 days.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it would
be far less inconvenient for the courts to
have authority to make the company
pay an increased wage that would sat-
isfy the workers for 60 days, to avoid an
interruption in the public service, it
seems to me; yet I know there is hardly
a provision in the bill which imposes any
effective duty upon the employer not to
provoke a work stoppage, by making him
pay a decent wage for the work per-
formed by the employees.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. Of course, this provision
applies to the employer just as much as
to the employee. It says that during 60
days, in effect, the status quo shall be
maintained. Any settlement is bound
to be retroactive. That is no hardship
on anybody, when the settlement comes.
So I cannot see that the bill would in
any way limit any material right of the
worker by asking him, rather than to
affect the safety or health of millions of
people, to go on working for 60 days at
the same terms he himself agreed upon
a year before, perhaps, when the last
contract was made.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, I regret
that the Senator does not see the situa-
tion differently, because, in his capacity
as the able chairman of this committee,
he could have put into the bill probably
some provisions that would have imposed
the duty on the employers of America to
pay a fair wage to workers. It must be
the opinion of those who participated
in the Gallup poll to which I am going to
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refer that the workers in the telephone
industry are not getting what they are
entitled to receive. Yet we have had an-
nouncement after announcement by the
Secretary of Labor that he is frying to
bring the parties together. If there has
been any offer at all on the part of the
greatest monopoly in America, the Amer-
ican Telephone & Telegraph Co., it has
been a very immaterial one, $2.50 a week,
the counter cffer of a very small amount.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I do not recall all the de-
tails, but I understand there has been an
offer to arbitrate the question of wages,
absolutely, finally, and bindingly on the
various companies who have certified
bargaining agents with whom to deal.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes, there may be such
an offer on the part of some company,
or, perhaps, it applies to the whole indus-
try; but the point is, Why is it that they
so stubbornly stand out against giving
their workers a decent wage increase?
Why does not the telephone compsny
follow the example of some of the other
companies which in the last few days
have raised the wages of their workers
in some cases 15 cents an hour? No, the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
today is doing some of the same things
that it has done previously. There was
an earlier case when the same company
was involved, and I am reading now from
part 2 of Report No, 1012 by the Senate
Committee on Education and Labor on
(S. 1349), dated March 14, 1946. This is
what the report says relating to the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938:

The ability of the Bell System—

That is the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co.—

The ability of the Bell System to shoulder
the required increase in operating expenses
is indicated by a glance at the company's
history of prcfit ability. In 1926 dividends
declared for the telephone industry stood at
$100,000,000 and by 1944 they had climbed
to $330,000,000. By this date Bell's total as-
sets amounted to six and one-half billion dol-
lars, after the company had maintained for
23 years— .

Mind you—
its 80 dividend payments,

Mr. President, that $9 dividend was
paid by the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. even during the years of the
depression.

Without interruption during the § years
ending in 1935, while about one-fifth of the
employees of the company were laid off,
dividend payments by A, T. & T. increased 45
percent, despite the level dividend. The
introduction of the dial system during this
period eliminated six manual operators for
every dial-switchboard operator retained.

Mr. President, here we see the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co.—I he-
lieve the greatest monopoly in America—
having maintained an unbroken record
of a $9-a-year dividend for 23 years, in-
cluding the depression years, in spite of
the workers being laid off, yet complain-
ing that it was to poor to pay a decent
wage to its workers.

Mr. President, I have heard—although
I have it only by the word of a man who



1947

saild he was on the board, or had
some connection with it—that President
Hoover called Mr. Walter Gifford to
Washington and made him head of a
committee the objective of which in the
days of the depression was to get peo-
ple back in jobs and to iné¢rease em-
ployment, to stop the unemployment
that was sweeping over America. Mr.
Gifford came here, I was told, secured
an office here, hired a number of peo-
ple, and set up shop to try to find em-
ployment for those who had no work.
He stayed a while, Mr. President, re-
signed, went back to New York, and laid
off more than 100,000 of his own workers,
but he never cut the $9 company divi-
dend, when, I am told, that by reducing
the dividend to $6 he could have kept
every one of those workers at work.

Mr. President, what kind of an atti-
tude toward the public welfare does that
manifest on the part of certain seg-
ments of management? I am not say-
ing that represents everyone’s attitude,
or even the attitude of a majority, but
I am saying that if the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co. continued the
$9 dividend all during the depression
their workers had to pay for it by not
having jobs, because we know the tele-
phone business was not expanding dur-
ing those dark years. So there is a

- management which appears—and its
record in this strike tends to bear it
out—to think more of its constant
record of exceptional dividends as the
greatest American monopoly than it does
about the living standards and the pur-
chasing power of the men and women
who work for it.

That seems to be borne out with singu-
lar understanding, Mr. President, in the
opinion of the people about the telephone
strike. I have before me the Washing-
ton Post of today, Tuesday, April 29, and
on page 2 there is a Gallup poll. I quote
from the article, as follows:

PUEBLIC SYMPATHY WITH WORKER IN NATIONAL
TELEFHONE STRIKE

PRINCETON, N. J., April 28.—There is a sub-
stantial amount of public sympathy on the
side of the telephone workers.

A coast-to-coast public-opinion poll con-
ducted by the institute during the period
April 11 to 21 shows the following:

1. Twice as many people polled sald they
are in sympathy with the workers as with the
company.

Is it not remarkable, Mr. President,
how the people seem to have a way of
understanding these things? No won-
der Abraham Lincoln said that they were
in the long run the safest depository of
power. They have a way of sensing and
understanding things. It may be that
they do not know the amount involved in
the payment of dividends of $9 a share,
but somehow or other they seem to un-
derstand the situation.

However, a substantial number of voters
expressei no opmion.

2, Among people in nontelephone homes
sentiment is about 8 to 1 with the workers.

3. Even among those in homes with tele-
phones the weight of sentiment is more on
the side of the workers than on the side of
the company.

Judging by these indications the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. has a public-
relations problem of some seriousness on its
hands as a result of the strike.
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Maybe the people understand that the
company has not made any offers to
amount to anything, Mr. President, for
the settlement of the strike; that per-
haps the company prefers to break it.
Maybe it thinks the Congress is going to
adopt policies which will give it assist-
ance. I hope not.

There is wide public support for the con-
tention that the issues should be arbitrated
and the workers return to thelr jobs.

The majority of voters believe the Govern-
ment should require the workers to go back
to work whil. the strike is being settled,
That feeling is especially strong among those
In homes with telephones.

To measure sentiment the institute used
its new “quintamensional” or five-way ap-
proach in designing the questions put to the
public. The purpose of the gquintamensional
technique is to probe attitudes by the use of
many questions instead of only one.

Then the article goes on to give the
answers to the five questions which are
put. The point is that the American
people are sympathetic with the tele-
phone workers because they feel that
they are not receiving a fair wage for the
work they do.

In January 1947, the average pay for
telephone operators was $33 a week. At
the same time the average weekly pay
for workers in manufacturing was $46.94,
nearly $14 more for the workers engaged
in manufacturing than the workers en-
gaged as telephone operators. The aver-
age weekly pay check for all telephone
employees of the Bell System was $43.19
in January 1947, and the average of the
Western Union employees in the same
period—and I see no reason why the
bankrupt Western Union should in the
nature of the business have a higher wage
scale—was $46.83, or $3.64 more a week
than the telephone weekly wage scale.
Yes, a Bell System subsidiary in Cin-
cinnati with 100-percent profit issued a
stock dividend of one new share for each
six outstanding years while their opera-
tors walk the streets. In the electric
light and power indusiry the average
weekly wage was $54 for the worker, and
in the rubber goods industry the average
weekly wage for the worker was $54.26.
So it seems that the public is right in its
feeling that the telephone workers are
not getting a fair wage, and that they are
entitled to concessions which they are
not getting from the company.

I have said that the main cause of
strikes is disputes over wages. Is there
any procedure established by the pro-
posed legislation to prevent such disptes,
or to make the employer more agreeable
to a fair wage settlement with employees?
Does the hill offer any procedure by
which there would be fewer strikes due
to unsetiled wage disputes? On the con-
trary, the proposed legislation would im-
pose no duty upon the employer to pay
more, to pay a fairer wage, or to meet the
employee more nearly half way. All the
bill does, in substance, is to establish
procedures and provisions the effect of
which would be to weaken the strength
of the workers’ organizations and to im-
pair their ability to stand up against un-
fair wages. The bill provides means by
which workers may be coerced into con-
tinuing to work for wages which they do
not believe to be fair.
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For example, on page 14, line 10, in
section 8 (b) the bill has a provision
which makes it an unfair-labor practice
“to persuade or attempt to persuade an
employer to discriminate against an em-
ployee with respect to whom member-
ship in such organization has been denied
or terminated on some ground other than
his failure to tender the duties and in-
itiation fees uniformly required as a con-
dition of acquiring or retaining member-
ship or because he engaged in activity
designed to secure a determination pur-
suant to section 9 (c) (1) (A) at a time
when a question concerning representa~-
tion may appropriately be raised.”

The effect of that provision is that, if
a worker is discovered to be for all prac-
tical purposes a company spy, if manage~
ment has put him in the ranks of labor to
obtain information to use against labor
in bargaining negotiations, or if a man
has engaged in a wildeat strike in viola-
tion of a union contract and union disci-
pline, or if he has exhibited an antiunion
attitude and opposes what the majority
of the union feels is the best interest of
the union and the union ousts him from
membership, that is an unfair-labor
practice for which the union may be
made the subject of a cease and desist
order by the Labor Board, and may be
taken to court by the Labor Board, and
in other ways may be affected if it per-
suades or attemptis to persuade the em-
ployer to discharge the worker,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. THYE
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. PEFPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator has referred
to three cases. The first was a case in
which the man might be an employer’'s
spy. Of course, the very employment of
such a spy, the very fact that there was
any such representation, would be pri-
marily an unfair-labor practice on the
part of the employer, and the employer
would be._compelled to discharge that
man, entirely apart from this provision,

The second case which the Senator
suggested was that of a man engaging in
a wildcat strike. Surely the employer
would be delighted to discharge a man
who engaged in a wildcat strike, although
the union might insist on his taking the
man back.

The third case which the Senator cites
is that of a member of a union who dis-
plays an antiunion attitude. The union
says, “You must get out of the union.”
The union also goes to the employer and
says, “You must fire this man, because he
does not like the union.” He may have
some conscientious objection to being in
a union. It is contended that the em-
ployer should be obliged to discharge the
man because the union does not like him.
That is what we are trying to prevent. I
do not see why a union should have such
power over a man in that situation.

Mr. PEPPER. What we are now de-
bating is a difference of opinion. As Jus-
tice Holmes once said, everyt.hing_ tropl
the Twelve Tables to the present time is
a matter of degree. Ihave found that in
most things there is a balance of interest.
We must balance one side against the
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other. By which policy do we do the
greater good? My position is that it is
necessary for the union to have some dis-
cipline if it is to be an effective organiza-
tion to defend and protect the workers.
My reasoning is that if the union, for rea-
sons sufficient to it, goes to the limit of
ousting a member, the larger interest and
the greater good will in the long run be
accomplished if the employer accepts the
action of the union—we are talking
about a closed shop case—and is gov-
erned accordingly. I am disposed to be-
lieve tha: the union will be as fair toward
a fellow workman as is the employer.

In the case I have cited, all the em-
ployer is doing is asking his workers to
get along with one another. Remember
that the worker is protected by the
union’s constitution and bylaws. Re-
member that the worker is presumed to
have had a fair trial by his peers in the
union. I presume that there would be
a right of redress in the courts if a man,
for reasons which were arbitrary and ca-
pricious and without some justification
in fact and principle, were ousted from
membership in a union.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? ¥

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. MURRAY. There have been
known cases in which the company has
planted members in a union who have
taken an active-part in the affairs of the
union for the very purpose of disrupting
it. I know of a case of a detective being
employed by a corporation for the very
purpose of disrupting the union. He be-
came a member of the union and became
exceedingly active in its affairs. He un-
dertook to write a new constitution and
pylaws for the union, in which he in-
serted extreme provisions which made
the union look so absurd and ridiculous
in the eyes of the people that the public
was turned against it. It was subse-
quently discovered that this man, who
had taken such an active part in the or-
ganization, was a detective

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator from
Ohio will say, “That is a case of a labor
spy on the part of management.” In
the first place, he must be caught. How
long was he a detective or labor spy for
the company before he was caught?

Mr. TAF1l. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Obviously the union did
not know it.

Mr. PEPPER. No.

Mr. TAFT. Tt was quite as difficult for
the union as for the employer.

Mr. PEPPER. The employer hired
him.

‘Mr, TAFT. The moment there is any
evidence of any such activity, it becomes
an unfair labor practice on the part of
the employer. The Board has been ex-
ceedingly vigilant to see that an unfair
labor practice charge was filed against
an employer the moment such a case oc-
curred, and that the man was dismissed.

The employer must dismiss him. It is
not even necessary for the union to ask
it. The employer must dismiss him or
subject himself to the penalties of the
act. The act has worked in that respect,
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and has practically climinated such
cases. .

Mr. PEPPER. But the able Senator
will admit, will he not, that this bill pro-
poses to change the present law in a
contract case? Under the present law
if the union ejects a man the employer
has got to let him go. This bill changes
that practice, does it not?

Mr. TAFT. That is true, but such a
man as the Senator is talking about has
to be fired by the employer whether he is
fired by the union or not. Ejection from
the union has nothing to do with it. He
is fired because of an unfair labor prac-
tice on the part of the employer. It is
the law, and it remains the law even if
this bill be enacted.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. MURRAY. In the case of a man
who is employed by management to as-
sist in disrupting the organization, would
it not be proper in any event to ask
the discharge of such a member of the
union?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 will ask the Senator
from Montana if I am correct in under-
standing that in the case he puts, the
company hired the man and put him into
the ranks of labor in order that he might
stir up trouble?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; that is exactly
the point. In the case to which I have
referred, the company brought in a great
mary spies and detectives. The city was
filled with them. They not only became
members of the union, but became active
in the agitation which developed in con-
nection with the strike. An agent would
stand on the street corner and make in-
flammatory speeches threatening the de-
struction of the corporation’s properties,
dynamiting its buildings, and so forth,
for the sole purpose of making it appear
that the union was going to extremes.

Mr. PEFPER. Mr. President, I am
told that today it is a common practice
for certain detective agencies and strike-
breaking concerns to send out an invi-
tation to business executives inviting
them to let such agencies furnish a spy
to work on the inside of the labor ranks
under the representation that in that
way they will keep the employer in-
formed as to what is going on in his
mine or his factory. In the first place,
as I said a while ago, he must be caught
and it must be ascertained why he was
put there by the company. As the Sen-
ator from Montana said, these men act
as if they were the most patriotic men
in the union; they want to do more for
the workers than does anyone else; they
demand more wages and better working
conditions; to hear them talk it would
be thought that they had on their con-
sciences the weight of the world. A part
of their strategy is to make the workers
commit themselves to an extreme course
so that they get in bad either with man-
agement or the public. But what about
the case of the man who is rewarded by
management for what he does? I guess
all of us remember the teacher’s pet in
school, the little pupil who runs up to
the teacher and attempts to get the
teacher to put his or her arm around
him or her and smile and give some re-
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ward or recognition. It would be a very
easy thing for management simply to
reward with repeated promotions and
better pay the worker who will come and
whisper out of the side of his mouth
what they were talking about last night
at the union meeting. If they become
convinced that they have a fellow-mem-
ber who is that kind of a person, and in
time, according to their constitution and
bylaws, they find him guilty and remove .
him from the union, I say that in the
long run the greatest good will be accom-
plished by letting the action of the union
in that kind of a case, a closed-shop case,
be governing upon the employer, which
is contrary to the provisions of the pend-
ing bill.

I realize that we cannot do exact jus-
tice even in the courts of the land. We
say we let a guilty man escape every now
and then under our system of law rather
than to convict an innocent man, I
say we cannot do perfect justice even in
that case, but I firmly believe that, gen-
erally speaking, the union will be fairer
to the workers who make it ur and who
govern it, and that to change the rule
as it at present exists will do a disservice
to the workers.

I now read from page 12 of the hill,
beginning with line 24:

That no employer shall justify any dis-
crimination against an employee for non-
membership in a labor organization (A) if he
has reasonable grounds for believing that
such membership was not available to the
employee on the same terms and conditions
generally applicable to other members, or (B)
if he has reatonable grounds for helievin.g
that membership was denied or terminated
for reasons other than the failure of the
employee to tender the dues and initlation
fees uniformly required as a condition of
acquiring or retaining membership, or (C)
if he has reasonable grounds for believing
that membership was denied or terminated
because of activity designed to secure a de-
termination pursuant to section 9 (e¢) (1)
(A), at a time when a quesiion concerning
representatian may approprmtely be raised.

In other words, it is not only made an
unfair labor practice on the part of the
union to persuade or attempt to persuade
an employer to discharge a man exzept
for nonpayment of union dues, it is also
made an unfair labor practice on the part
of the employer to discharge a man ex-
cept in cases in the three categories to
which I have just referred in reading
from lines 24 and 25 on page 12 down
through line 14 on page 13 of the bill.

In other words, the employer in those
cases is not given discretion. It is made
an unfair labor practice if he fires a man
except for one of the reasons mentioned
in the portion of the bill which I read.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. Excuse me for a
moment,

In other words, if the employer were
to find that, although the man had paid
his dues and conformed to certain fur-
ther union requirements, the union was
justified in ejecting him, the employer
could not then fire the man, because it
would be an unfair labor practice if
he were to do so, according to the pro-
visigns of the bill from which I have just
read.

I now yield to the Senator from Ohio.
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Mr. TAFT. I merely wish to say that
of course many persons believe that the
union shop, which is the usual form of
closed shop, should be absolutely pro-
hibited. The committee did not feel
that it should go that far, but the com-
mittee felt that if it permitted a union
shop agreement which provided that
every man must be a member of the
union, then the union must be reason-
able, must accept as members all who
apply for membership, and must accept
them on the same terms as it applies to
other members, and must permit them
to remain in the union if they are will-
ing to pay their dues. In other words,
the position of the committee was this:
Either we must have an open shop or
we must have an open union. We can-
not have both.

One of the cases before the committee
that I remember was a case-in which a
man happened to see a foreman knocked
down by a union shop steward. He was
calied as a witness in the case in court,
and he testified that the steward was the
aggressor and had knocked down the
foreman. The shop steward was con-
victed. The union immediately pro-
ceeded to fire that man from the union,
and that compelled the employer to fire
him from his job. Because he responded
to a subpena and told the truth, that
man was fired, and perhaps in that com-
munity he could no longer work at the
trade in which he was particularly skilled
and trained. That is only an example.

But the only effect of this provision

is that there may be a union shop, but
if the employees do have a union shop,
they cannot compel the employer to fire
a man because the union will not admit
him.
Let us take the case of unions which
prohibit the admission of Negroes to
membership. If they prohibit the ad-
mission of Negroes to membership, they
may continue to do so; but representa-
tives of the wunion cannot go to the
employer and say, “You have got to fire
this man because he is not a member of
our union.”

So, also, if a union fires a man for
some reason other than nonpayment of
dues, if the employee is willing to pay
his dues to the union, then the union
cannot compel the employer to fire him
because he is no longer a member of
the union, through some action of the
union in expelling him. That seems to
be only common sense and common
justice.

There seems to be some argument for
abolishing the union shop. Personally,
I do not think we ought to go that far,
because it is an established custom and
practice in many industries and has been
for many years. But I do think where it
is permitted, the unions should be re-
quired to let all employees join the union
and continue to be members of the union
as long as they continue to pay their
union dues.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it strikes
me as a little inconsistent for many of
our friends to be such champions of free
enterprise in certain spheres, and to be-
lieve so strongly that the Government
must protect people against one another
in other spheres. When we talk about
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regulating business, those persons take
the position that the Government must
not interfere, but must let free enterprise
work as it will, and must let persons or
groups in business have their associations
and promulgate their trade practices,
and must let them be independent, so
they will not fear the withering hand of
Government which otherwise might pro-
trude itself into their private affairs.
But those same stanch defenders of pri-
vate enterprise, when it pertains to busi-
ness in America and the way it works, in-
cluding the way it treats minority stock-
holders, in some cases become the cham-
pions of public intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of labor organizations.

I believe, as I have said before, that
weighing the advantages and the disad-
vantages, Mr. President, the closed shop
has made a great contribution to the wel-
fare of the masses of the people of Amer-
ica. I realize that there is something to
be said against it. I realize that a prima
facie case can be made with respect to
a man’s being denied access to particular
employment. But I affirm that the thing
essentially involved in a closed-shop con-
tract is free collective bargaining, the
right of free contract entered into be-
tween the employees and the employer.
I believe that if we are going to allow
freedom of contract, freedom of bargain-
ing, between other units in our economy,
we must, in order to be fair, allow the
same freedom of action in the case of
collective bargaining between employees
and employers. Once a contract has
been entered into between the employer
and the employees, collectively, through
their chosen bargaining agents—a con-
tract to the effect that the employer will
not employ a man who does not belong
to the union—is it necessary in the pub-
lic interest that we invalidate that kind
of a contract? In the long run, I believe
that the employer will get better results
from the labor force through the closed-
shop agreement than he will get with-
out it.

I also say that if business in America
had accepted the principle of collective
bargaining in good faith and full spirit,
in the way it was intended by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, the volume
of strikes in America would have
shrunken to a negligible quantity and
amount,

Again I say that we do not have to
intervene, by means of this legislation,
into this internal affair of a union and
deny it the right to protect itself against
a man in the union who betrays the ob-
jectives of the union, who violates, per-
haps, the constitution of the union or
the bylaws of the union, and is con-
victed by his peers and fellow members
of having an antiunion and an anti-
soclal attitude toward the workers in
that organization.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield again? :

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. I merely wish to suggest
that, of course, if the union does not
want to be subject to that restriction it
does not have to request a union-shop
contract. There has never been a union-
shop contract in the railroad industry.
It is not necessary, if the union has the
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proper standing and the proper ability
to persuade the employees to join it.

So if the unions do not like this par-
ticular form of regulation they do not
have to ask for a union-shop agreement.
In my opinion, either there must be an
open shop or there must be an open
union—one or the other.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am
simply standing for the kind of free and
private enterprise in respect to the in-
ternal affairs of labor organizations
which the able Senator from Ohio gen-
erally advocates with respect to the af-
fairs of business in the United States.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The pending measure
does not propose any limitation with re-
spect to the internal affairs of unions.
They still will be able to fire any mem-
bers they wish to fire, and they still will
be able to try any of their members. All
that they will not be able to do, after the
enactment of this bill, is this: If they
fire a member for some reason other
than nonpayment of dues they cannot
make his employer discharge him from
his job and throw him out of work. That
is the only result of the provision under
discussion.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; but that means,
for all practical purposes, that they do
not have a closed shop, because the per-
sons then working for the company will
not exclusively be members of the union,
as is the case where a union has a closed-
shop contract.

Mr. President, I was saying, as Gover-
nor Stassen said, that all these provi-
sions tend to weaken the effective power
of the union, and thereby to reduce its
ability to represent the workers in get-
ting fair wages for the work they do.

My argument is that most of the strikes
are due to the unwillingness of the em-
ployer to pay the wage the union de-
mands; and that if we weaken the union
as the collective-bargaining agent of the
worker, we diminish the workers’ wage,
we encourage the employer to exploita-
tion, we diminish'the purchasing power
of the working people of America, and
we do a disservice to the whole Ameri-
can economy, Therefore, Isay that what
has been the experience of the past does
not justify the proposed course in re-
spect to changing the present policy and
practice, which in the case of a closed
shop does permit the union to go to the,
employer and attempt to persuade him
and argue with him why a certain worker
should be discharged, and permits him, if
he agrees with the representations of the
union, to discharge that man, whom the
union has found to be contrary in his
conduct to union rules, regulations and
policies.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Florida
has referred several times to the state-
ment of Mr. Harold E. Stassen before the
committee. I wish to say that I fully
agree with it, but I should like to read
the basic statement. He said this:

As a general background for specific meas-
ures, it appears to me that clearly in recent
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years too much power has been concentrated
in the leadership of our labor unions and that
that power has been abused. New national
legislation is desirable and is needed to cor-
rect these abuses and to limit excessive
powers.

Then comes the section of his state-
ment which the Senator from Florida has
read:

But it also appears to me that there is some
danger of going too far in the adoption of
new legislation or the amendment of exist-
ing statutes and to so weaken labor that the
result would be injurious not only to labor
but to our free economy as a whole. It Is my
view speeifically that during the 1920's labor
was too weak, and that the result was harm-
ful in the end to labor, to agriculture, to
capital, and to the country as a whole.

I agree 100 percent. 1 agree that we
could go too far. But where I differ with
the Senator from Florida is, in my opin-
ion, that the provisions of the pending
bill and the amendmerts proposed do
not go too far, do not prevent the estab-
lishment of a proper balance. They
make changes only in cases in which
there is some inequality in bargaining.

As a matter of fact, Governor Stassen
in some ways goes further than the com-
mittee has gone. He advocates a special
Federal provision prohibiting mass pick-
eting. But the committee has not in-
cluded such a provision in the bill. The
committee has left that matter prima-
rily to the States and certainly to the
National Labor Relations Board,

Of course, the question of how far to
go is a matter of judgment. I can un-
derstand how men can differ with respect
to that.

But the contention we make is that the
pending bill retains, without limitation,
the power of collective bargaining, the
power of employees to choose their own
representatives, the power to deal with
their employer as one man; and if they
can get a majority, all the other employ-
ees have to keep quiet and permit the
representatives of the majority to bar-
gain with the employer for all of them.
We intend to retain all the benefits of
the labor legislation which has been en-
acted since the twenties, but in the bill
we correct injustice after injustice which
has developed in the administration of
labor laws.

I agree fully that there is certainly
nothing in Governor Stassen’s statement
that is not in full accord with the bill
which is now before the Senate. He ob-
Sjected to the prohibition against Nation-
wide strikes. We have not prohibited
them. He objected to the prohibition
against the closed shop. We have not
prohibited it. So far as his views are
concerned, it seems to me they are in full
accord with the general principles of the
pending bill.

Mr. PEPPER. I am sure the able
Senator from Ohio does not contend
that the bill meets the approval of Gov-
ernor Stassen, I am sure he does not
contend that it embodies his affirmative
recommendations, and only those. I am
saying, Mr. President, that it accom-
plishes just what the Governor warns
against; it so effectively weakens the
power of labor to defend itself that it is
going to mean the impairment of the
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workers’ wages, the diminution of the
workers’ purchasing power, and contrib-
ute again to another depression.

Mr. President, I stated that in the first
half of 1946, which was a period when
there were many strikes in the country,
there were 29. Those 29 strikes were re-
sponsible for 66,000,000 lost man-hours,
but 96 percent of all those strikes were
in disputes over wages. Yet, I say that
all this bill would do would be to weaken
the workers’ organization, weaken the
workers’ bargaining power, weaken the
workers’ ability to stand up against an
unfair wage. There is not one principal
provision in the bill which is directed at
the employer, to make him yield more
than he has been willing to yield in the
past of just pay to the workers. I ask,
how can anyone claim legislation is fair
when it is aimed at one side in a con-
troversy?

I am not willing to admit that the 29
strikes in the first half of 1946, 21 of
which were over wage disputes, were all
the fault of the workers. I am not will-
ing to admit that the workers demanded
too much, that they were unfair in what
they sought. Unless one takes that po-
sition, Mr. President, unless one means
that, he is in favor of tightening the
screws upon the worker, and trying to
penalize him for the employer’s wrong.

I say, Mr. President, that the pending
bill does not represent balanced legisla-
tion. We have not tried to find the real
cause of work stoppage, and tried to
place the responsibility upon worker and
employer alike, according to their share
of fault or responsibility. All we have
done is to make it possible to drive down
and down and down the worker's wages
because he is least able to stand up, as he
is at the present time, under the existing
law. And all this, Mr, President, at a time
when corporate profits are at an all-time
high, when prices are at an all-time high,
and when monopoly in America is at its
all-time peak. Yet this has been the pe-
riod chosen to weaken the workers, more
than they have been weakened since
Franklin D. Roosevelt recommended the
Wagner Act, and the Senator from New
York [Mr. Wacner] and others secured
its enactment into law.

It seems strange to me that when cor-
porate profits are higher than they have
ever been, when monopoly is riding like
a master upon the horse’s back over the
American people, with its privilege ex-
actions, and when today we find prices
higher than they have ever been, we pick
that period to make the most all-out and
vicious attack that has been made in
more than a decade against the work-
ing men and women of America.

We hear private enterprise spoken of,
but I want to refer to another kind of
private enterprise, the right of working
men and women to enter into free con-
tracts with their employers. I do not
want to invalidate those contracts any
more than I want to invalidate a con-
tract that may be entered into between
any other units of our economy.

I say that, if the proponents of the,

pending legislation want to stop strikes,
if they want to have fewer work stop-
pages, then they should find some ma-
chinery by which we can make both
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sides come nearer to the median line of
agreement in respect to wage disputes
and disputes over hours and working
conditions. By and large that is over-
whelmingly the principal causes of
strikes and work stoppages, and if we
do not find a procedure and some tech-
nique by which we can resoive that con-
flict, we are not effectively going to be
able to stop strikes, except at the ex-
pense of the living standards of the
working men and women of America.

Mr. MURRAY. My, President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator does not
contend that all indusfrial management
takes the attitude that this drastic leg-
islation is necessary, does he?

Mr. PEPPER. No; on the contrary.

Mr. MURRAY. I should like to call the
Senator’s attention to the fact that a
short time ago the American Manage-
ment Association held a convention in
Chicago, where they discussed the prob-
lem of labor-management relations.
They pointed out that management was
fumbling the ball in the present situa-
tion. I wish to read an extract taken
from the New York Times of April 24,
in which I find the following:

In the grand ballroom of a big hotel in
Chicago last week varlous speakers warned
a meeting of the American Management
Association that the future of the free en-
terprise system depended upon business and
industry improving their human relations
with the public—that is, with their workers
and their consumers as human beings. Top
management was held to be fumbling the
ball in this important and difficult fleld.
In the lobbies of the same hotel and in the
nearby business offices and streets of Chi-
cago’s famous Loop, the nerve center of the
great Midwest industrial and agricultural
reglons which come together there, this re-
porter found strong support for such a view
of the current public relations of the Amer-
ican economiec system.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Montana is absolutely cor-
rect; there are many, there are scores,
there are hosts, of farsigshted American
business executives who realize that
there must be a better relationship be-
tween labor and management, who have
met labor halfway, some of them more
than halfway, in seeking to bring about
better relationships which they feel to be
goecessary between management and la-

T,

There are many, there are hosts, there
are scores of American businessmen who
recognize in the unions and in the closed
shop, not only essentials for the protec-
tion of labor, but a great advantage to
the employer as well. There are hosts of
manufacturers in America who would not
get rid of the closed shop if it were pos-
sible for them to do so, because they have
found that it is the most effective way
by which they may deal with their work -
ers.

Mr. President, the Senator is correct,
therefore, that there are many American
businessmen who are opposing the legis-
lation now pending, because they know
that the effect of it woula be to cause
more, not less, labor trouble,

Let me quote the words of Mr. Charles
Luckman in his address at the annual



1947

convention of the Newspaper Advertising
Executives Association, Chicago, Jan-
uary 14, 1947, an address entitled “Civil
War of 1947.” I find an appropriate quo-
tation right under the title:

Let us therefore follow after the things
which make for peace * * *—Romans
14: 19,

Wheat a magnificent opportunity exists for
management to practice the enlightened
leadership which a few prominent associa-
tions have just recently begun to preach.
What a chance for Industrial housing pro-
grams—built not on the slick paper of some
news releases, but on the honest, rough biue-
prints the architects use. With an unlim-
ited vista ahead, what an opportunity we
have to go to bat, each in his own commu-
nity, for expanded educational appropria-
tions, so that the neighborhood kids ¢can grow
up with a true understanding, not only of the
rights of citizenship, but also its responsi-
bilities, self-disciplines, and obligations.

Business can no longer afford to regard
housing, community planning, and allled
programs for health, education, and recrea-
tion as devices to thwart the unions or as
food for the consuming self-importance of
some ruggedly individualistic captain of in-
dustry. At best, such an approach to our
responsibilities is negative and, therefore,
sterile.

‘Whether we like it or not, we live in an era
when democracy in industry is coming of
age. This means that we have only two
alternatives. Either we can put our shoul-
ders behind the wheel of social progress or we
can stand in the way and be ground to the
earth as that wheel turns. If management
iz to become a constructive, enthusiastic
force for the kind of living our system of
business can bring to the people in it, then
we must assume our new tasks cheerfully and
with imagination, intelligence, and appli-
cation.

L] L] L] - -

And, concurrently, we must also shrug off
the notion that hasty, punitive legislation is
going to solve our problem. Many of the
newly proposed laws merely strike at the
symptoms of disturbance, thereby failing to
eliminate the causes of disturbance. If we
amend the Wagner Act and outlaw certain
unfair labor practices by unions, does that
mean that management and labor are going
to cooperate together for the best economic
interests of the whole country? Have we, in
business, so loved, honared, and obeyed Sena-
tor WaeNER's law that we can really expect
labor to follow any amended provision in
letter and spirit?

- - L L .

We must think in much larger terms, be-
cause the simple fact is that no one has ever
discovered a way to legislate a point of view,
For example, think how easily the words
“struggle,” “fight,” and “battle” fall from
the lips of labor leaders. Those are not
merely words in their vocabulary. They are
symbols of their conception of the nature of
their job. Will any law change this view-
point? Certainly not any carved out by the
hand of man!

Thus far I have urged both labor and man-
agement to join hands in the acceptance of
a broad goal which is bigger than themselves.
Now I want to be more specific. For the last
15 years, whenever the public began to pro-
test agalnst the excesses of the national la-
bor situation, it has been fashionable to ap-
point another committee to study the causes
of industrial warfare. BSince 1938, various
committees oi the House and Senate have
held over 2656 days of labor hearings, and

_have taken over 23,000 pages of printed tes-
timony about the causes of industrial strife.
But the fact remains that we still suffer from
this same disease, which none of these endless
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investigations has been able to diagnose or
cure.

Should we not, therefore, decide what we
are interested in? So far, all our studies have
focused on the subject of industrial war. But
is war really our objective? Of course not.
What we actually want to achieve is indus-
trial peace. My specific recommendation is
tkat we study it.

We have in America hundreds on hundreds
of case histories of peaceful and successful
labor-management relationships. Why are
they peaceful? Why are they successful?
I suggest we find the answers. I urge that
Congress establish a tripartite Commission
representing the publie, labor, and manage-
ment. The sole function of the Commission
would be to study the causes of industrial
peace. The Commission would have ar un-
paralleled opportunity to break with the un-
productive tradition of the past and, for the
first time in American history, to formulate
8 positive program for industrial harmony.

L] L] Ld - ®

We must not permit ourselves now to be
divided in civil strife, for as one perceptive
analyst has pointed out, if two such great
forces as labor and management engage in a
struggle for dominance within the highly
intricate mechanism of the American econ-
omy, neither can win and democracy is bound
to lose. Both will go down together in the
resulting chaos, or in the r entation
which will arise from puhblic demand to avoid
that chaos. Free unions, free management,
free enterprise, and a free soclety will either
survive or go under together.

Mutual survival—not separate survival—
that must be our common aim. If we keep it
steadily before us, we can avoid a fanatical
civil war—a war which can never be won by
either side.

It would mean more, not fewer, work
stoppages. It would mean more, not less,
hours lost because of work stoppages in
the American economy, Mr. President.
That is the reason why farsighted and
fair-minded American businessmen are
opposed to stringent, drastic, antilabor,
antisocial legislation of this character.

The Senator from Ohio said he did not
think there would be much harm in the
provision to which I adverted. The trou-
ble with the bill is that it is the sum total
of all that it does that has caused many
responsible, moderate, civic-minded, pa-
triotic labor leaders to say that, for all
practical purposes, if it becomes the law
of the land, it will break the labor-union
movemeni of America; that has caused
that kind of leaders to say it will not only
turn the clock of management-labor re-
lations back but will stop it; that it will
not only impair but will retrogress the
forward movement of the working people
of America toward a decent standard of

+ living,

Mr. President, I should like to refer fo
some other provisions. For example, in
section 9 (¢) (3), on page 21 of the pend-
ing bill, we find a provision which reads:

Employees on strike who are not entitled
to reinstatement shall not be eligible to vote
unless such strike involves an unfair labor
practice on the part of the employer.

In the committee report, on page 25, we
find the following comment on the sec-
tion to which I referred, which is a part
of section 9 (c) (3):

When elections are conducted during &
strike, situations frequently arise wherein the
employer has continued to operate his busi-
ness with replacement workers—
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Which is just another way of saying
“strikebreakers”—

if such strike is an economic one—

Which means, if the strike is over
wages—

and not caused by unfair labor practices of
the employer—

It is no unfair labor practice for the
employer not to pay the wage the work-
ers say they are entitled to receive—

strikers permanently replaced have no right
to _reinstatement.

That means, Mr. President, they have
no right to get the job back, even if the
strike be settled. The report cited NLRB
V. Mackay Radio (304 U. S. 333):

It appears clear that a striker having no
right to reinstatement should not have a
voice in the selection of a bargaining repre-
sentative, and the committee bill so provides.

Mr. President, what does all that
mean? This is what it means: There is
a disagreement between the workers and
management over wages; they cannot
settle the dispute; the workers go out on
strike, and stay out on strike, we will
say, 10 days. Management sends word
to them that if they do nof come back
to work within a week their jobs are gone,
they will be replaced by other permanent
workers. Management recruits some
strikebreakers, gets some other people
to take their jobs; they go on the job.
Management says, “Now, you are the
permanent employees; you are going to
keep these jobs from now on, as long as
you want them and are satisfactory.”
Then, Mr. President, under the bill there
can be an election called by the Board.
Who can vote in the election? Only the
strikebreakers, only the fellows that are
working. Not a single one of the work-
ers who are out on strike, who have been
replaced, can vote at all in the election,
and thereby the strikebreakers can de-
termine who will be the bargaining agent
of the workers. Now, what does that

mean?

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

That means, Mr. President, that, at the
very time when the bargaining agent,
previously chosen, is most needed to con-
tinue the negotiations, that bargaining
agent can be replaced by strikebreakers,
and the old workers will have no right
to vote. The old bargaining agent will
be ousted. The union can be broken up,
and the employer will be rid of the union.
If he has any union at all, he will have
only a company union. Mr. President,
what will be the effect of a power such
as that upon the stability of the bargain-
ing agent to stand up against manage-
ment, to try to get a fair wage for the
worker?

I now yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. BALL. The Senator, of course,
is aware, when he talks about strike-
breakers, that he does not mean what
is commonly meant by that term, be-
cause the Burns Act specifically pro-
hibits the employment of strikebreakers
who are brought in to work only until
the strike is broken. The only change
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made in existing law by the amendment
the Senator is discussing is to limit the
provision to employees who are on strike,
who have been replaced, not by strike-
breakers but by employees who have ac-
cepted permanent employment. The
Supreme Court has held that the em-
ployees on strike who have been replaced
have no right to reinstatement.

Mr. PEPPER. But they can vote.

Mr. BALL, They can vote under pres-
ent NLRB practices.

‘Mr. FEPPER. That is correct.

Mr. BALL. A ridiculous situation re-
sults, similar to what has happened in
Hollywoed, where, I believe, 52 sign
painters or set painters had been re-
placed, but, unfortunately, by only 50
replacements, and the individuals who
were on strike and whose jobs had been
filled, and who were not entitled to rein-
statement, swung the election and de-
cided the bargaining agent. There was
the ridiculous situation of a thousand
persons voting for a bargaining agent for
only 500 jobs. That does not make
sense. All the amendment does is to
say that only employees, who under pres-
ent rules are on strike and entitled to
reinstatement, can vote to select the
bargaining agent.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPFER. 1 yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. McMAHON. I should like to

_ make an observation on the remarks of
the Senator from Minnesota, who de-
clared that the so-called Burns anti-
strikebreaking law had application to
this situation. Practically, I do not
think it does have. The Burns Act pro-
hibits the transportation in interstate
commerce of strikebreakers, with the
intent that they should interfere with
peaceful picketing. There has been only
one prosecution under that act, and that
prosecution failed. It is impossible
practically to my way of thinking to
prove that the intent with which a man
was brought across the State line was
that he should interfere with peaceful
picketing.

It seems to me that if what the Senator
from Florida says is true, the employer
can, within State boundaries, say within
the State of Minnesota, and without
running into any danger of the so-called
Burns Anti-Strikebreaking and Trans-
portation Act, recruit all the strike-
breakers he wants to come into his plant
and take the jobs available there. I
merely want to keep the record straight
by showing that the Burns Act has no
application to this matter.

Mr. BALL. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. BALL, I am not familiar with
the details of the Burns Act or the pros-
ecutions under it, I know that it was
passed in order to stop the use of strike-
breakers in industry, and interstate com-
merce. But I may say to the Senator
from Connecticut that I sat through
lengthy hearings on labor legislation
during the past 2 years, and I have yet
to hear a single charge—even a charge,
lef alone anything authenticated—that
any employers in the last 5 or 10 years
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have used strikebreakers as we under-
stand the term.

Mr, McMAHON. Mr. President——

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. McMAHON. I think that prob-
ably is so, and I think that the passage of
the Burns Act was a healthful thing,
even though the prosecution under it
failed;: which incidentally occurred
when I was Assistant Attorney General
in charge of the Criminal Division of the
Department of Justice. The prosecution
occurred within my own State. The act
itself was a healthful thing, even though
it failed, because it fairly well stopped
that practice. But what I wanied to
point out was that I do not think it has
any application to the present situation,
because, if what the Senator from Flor-
ida says is true, there is no occasion for
an application of that act to any em-
ployer who simply within his own State
recruits workers to take the place of the
workers who have gone on strike.

Mr.PEPPER. The Senator from Con-
necticut is absolutely correct. All the
Burns Act forbids is the bringing of
workers across the State line.

Mr. McMAHON. I may say to the
Senator that the act does not prohibit
the interstate transportation of workers
to take jobs. The act prohibits the in-
terstate transportation of individuals
with the intent that they shall interfere
with peaceful picketing, a much more
limited application.

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from Con-
necticut, having been formerly head of
the Criminal Division of the Department
of Justice, of course, knows about the
Burns Act in detail. As he has already
pointed out, the act would not prohibit
the bringing in of workers to take the
jobs, with the promise that they could
keep them, and it would not prevent the
employer from rounding up persons in
the State, as the Senator said, to take the
place of strikers. It would mean that
the old union would be broken, the col-
lective-bargaining agent would be re-
pudiated, because the new workers would
repudiate the old bargaining agent with
which it had never had any connection,
and in the very instance of a strike which
he might provoke, an employer would
have the power utterly to destroy a
strong union operating in his plant.

Mr. President, can that have any effect
other than to weaken the rights of work-
ers in America, to diminish their share
of the national income, and to make

those who advocate such a policy con- .

tribute, as did those who advocated a
similar policy in the twenties, to another
depression.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON. I should like to ask
the Senator a question. Let us assume
that an employer provoked a strike, and
then in his own State, so that there
would be no danger even of the Burns
Act being brought into play, recruited
workers to take the place of those who
were on strike, and in the process of that
recruitment he said, “Now Jones, I want
to give you this job, but you will have it
on condition that we will set up a little
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union of our own here, a sort of a cozy
little affair between the workers and
myself,” Is there anything in the pend-
ing bill to stop that kind of procedure?

Mr. PEPPER. On the contrary, Mr.
President, I think it is fair to say that the
bill not only recognizes but encourages
the company union, whereas the com-
pany union is forbidden under the prac-
tice of the present NLRB. I am sure
that the bill permits and authorizes a
company union, which the present law
does not.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. BALL. The siatement the Senator
has just made is completely wrong. All
the bill does is to require the NLRB in
considering the charges, under section 8
(a) (1) or (2), of company domination
or interference with a union, to treat
affiliated and nonaffiliated independent
unions exXactly the same, If the Senator
wants to defend the present practice of
having one rule for affiliated unions and
a completely different rule for inde-
pedent unions, then he may do so.. But
do not try to make the statement that the
bill encourages company unions. It
leaves the provisions of section 8 (a) (1)
and (2) exactly as they are now.

Mr. PEPPER. I do not want to quote
the effecis of the bill or its provisions un-
fairly. Would it be fair to say that it
recognizes and encourages what the Sen-
ator from Minnesota calls the inde-
pendent union?

Mr. BALL. Allit does is to give it equal
treatment with the affiliated union.

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. Mr. President, I
call the independent union, as described
by the Senator from Minnesota, nothing
in the world but a dressed-up company
union. Therefore I think it is fair to say
that the effect of the bill is not only to
recognize but to encourage the company
union, because that is what I think many
so-called independent unions are,

Mr. BALL. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that the National Federation of
Telephone Workers, which is engaged in
the only current general strike, is an
independent union? A

Mr. PEPPER. It may be, and per-
haps that is the reason it is not getting
along better; perhaps that is the reason
it is weak, Probably the reason why the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
the greatest monopoly in America, is
not making any fair counter offers to
the union is because the union is still
weak, still in its swaddling clothes.

Mr. President, generally speaking, the
unions which have been able to secure
the best concessions from management
have been the strong unions. For ex-
ample, a litfle while ago the automobile
workers received a 15-cent an hour in-
crease. Theirs is a strong union. Take
the case of the steelwoikers who re-
ceived an increase. Theirs is a strong
union. But the weak union, as Gover=
nor Stassen said, is unable to stand up
for the worker. If the telephone union
had been the United Steelworkers
Union or the Automobile Workers Union,
or some strong union of America, in-
stead of being an independent union
which is just getting started, I dare say
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the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. might have taken a little more
conciliatory attitude toward paying the
ladies and men who work for it a fairer
‘wage than it pays.

So, Mr. President, I say it is the sum
total of all the various parts of the bill
that constitutes its principal vice. The
net effect of it and the intention of it
is to weaken the labor unions of America,
and the inevitable effect of that policy
will be to diminish the working wages of
America and to contribute to another
depression.

Mr. President, I should like to refer
to what is called the boycott provision
of the bill, and I refer to section 8 (b)
(4) which appears on page 14 of the bill,
and is mentioned on page 22 of the ma-
jority report. That provision is as fol-
lows:

It shall be an unfair labor practice for a
labor organization or its agents—

L L - L L

(4) To engage in, or to induce or encour-
age the employees of any employer to en-
gage in, a strike or a concerted refusal to use,
manufacture, process, transpm't., or other-
wise handle or work on any goods. articles,
materlals, or commodities or to any
services in the course of their employment
(A) for the purpose of forcing or requiring
any employer or other person to cease using,
selling, handling, transporting, or otherwise
dealing in the products of any other pro-
ducer, processor, or manufacturer, or to cease
doing business with any other person.

Mr. President, that is the so-called
boycott provision. In the committee re-
porf, there is language which seems to
indicate that that is the secondary boy-
cott. I should like to call attention, Mr.
President, to the fact that it also covers
what should be called the primary boy-
cott. :

Let us now take two cases. Lef us sup-
pose a group of workers working for an
employer and that enterprise turns out
a profit. Suppose there is a wage dis-
pute between the employees and the em-
ployer which they can not amicably ad-
just. Suppose the workers feel that the
attitude of management in that case is
so unfair that they will not continue to
work for the company. So they go out
on strike. Suppose that the employer
brings in strikebreakers or brings in
others to take the place of those on
strike. In the first place suppose the
strikers refuse to buy products of that
plant. I assume that ordinarily a citi-
zen has a right to spend his money for
any lawful purpose. In the second place,
suppose that product is being taken by
another manufacturer and converted
into some other kind of a commodity,
and suppose these workers, trying to
protect themselves, go to that other
plant and boycott it and say that that
product is unfair, or suppose they go to
the workers of the other plant and say,
“This manufacturer is unwilling to pay
us a fair wage, and we beg of you not to
add to his profit by converting his prod-
uet, with your labor into something more
valuable.” That would be forbidden un-
der the provisions which ~ have just read.

I wish to go back to what I believe to
b2 some good authority on the question
of the boycott. I read from the case of
Duplex Co. v. Deering (254 U. 5. 443).
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The case was decided in the October 1920
term of the United States Supreme Court.
This language is from the dissenting
opinion of Mr. Justice Brandeis, which
later became the law. This was a boy-
cott case. I read from page 480:

Defendant's justification is that of seif-
Interest. They have supported the strike
at the employer's factory by a strike else-
where against iis product. They have in-
jured the plaintiff, not maliciously, but in
self-defense. They contend that the Duplex
Co.’s refusal to deal with the machinists’
union and to observe its standards threat-
ened the interest not only of such union
members as were 1ts factory employees, but
even more of all members of the several
afiiliated wunions employed by plaintifi’s
competitors and by others wlose more ad-
vanced standards the plaintiff was, in reality,
attacking; and that none of the defendants
and no person whom they are endeavoring
to induce to refrain from working in con-
nection with the setting up of presses made
by plaintiff is an outsider, an interloper. In
other words, that the contest between the
company and the machinists’ union involves
vitally the interest of every person whose
cooperation is sought. May not all with a
common interest join in refusing to expend
their labor upon articles whose very produc-
tlon constitutes an attack wupon their
standard of living and the institution which
they are convinced supports it?

That was from the great pen, the
greal head, and the great heart of Mr.
Justice Brandeis in the October 1920
term of the Supreme Court. Mr. Jus-
tice Brandeis was dissenting at that
time. He and Justice Holmes alone en-
tertained those views. They were in the
minority. But he adhered to his course,
and that principle has now been recog-
nized by the Supreme Court of the
United States as the law of the land.

I wish now to read from the case of
Bedjford Company v. Stonecullers’ Asso-
ciation (274 U. 8. 37). This is from
another opinion by Mr. Justice Brandeis
on the same subject. I read from
page 64:

Members of the Journeymen Stone Cut-
ters’ Association could not work anywhere
on stone which had been cut at the quar-
ries by “men working in opposition” to it
without saiding and abetting the enemy.
Observance by each member of the provi-
sion of their constitution which forbids such
action was essential to his own self-protec-
tion. It was demanded of each by loyalty
to the organization and to his fellows. If,
on the undisputed facts of this case, refusal
to work can be enjoined, Congress created
by the Sherman law and the Clayton Act
an instrument for imposing restraints upon
labor which reminds of involuntary servi-
tude.. The Sherman law was held in United
States v. United States Steel Corporation
(251 U. 8. 417) to permit capitalists to com-
bine in a single corporation 50 percent of
the steel industry of the United States domi~
nating the trade through its vast resources.
The Sherman law was held in United States
v. Uniled States Machinery Co. (247 U. B.
82) to permit capitalists to combine in an-
other corporation practically the whole shoe-
machinery industry of the country, neces-
sarily giving it a position of dominance over
shoe manufacturing in America. It would,
indeed, be strange if Congress had by the
same act willed to deny to members of a
small craft of workingmen the right to co-
operate in simply refraining from work
when that course was the only means of
self-protection against a combination of
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militant and powerful employers. I cannot
believe that Congress did so.

In the cases of the Uniied Siates v.
Huicheson (312 U. 8. 219) and Bakery
Drivers’ Local v. Wold (315 U. S. 789)
the right of boycott has been recognized
by the Supreme Court of the United
States as established and legitimate. It
would require a law such as the proposed
%:.gdto reverse the highest court in the

I read from the syllabus in the case
of Bakery Drivers’ Local against Wohl:

Members of a labor union of drivers, en-
geged in the distribution of baked goods,
in an endeavor to induce peddlers to work
but 6 days a week and to hire an unem-
ployed union member 1 day a week, peace-
fully picketed bakeries from which the ped-
dlers obtained their pgoods, and places of
business of the peddlers’ customers, carry-
ing placards with the peddlers’ names and
a true statement of the union's grievances.
Held, that a State court injunction against
such picketing was an unconstitutional in-
vasion of the right of free speech.

The provision of the bill to which I
refer would reverse the Supreme Court
of the United States. It would deny to
American workmen the right to help one
another. It would recogunize no effort on
their part to help their fellow workers
lift the level of their wages and their
living conditions to what they believed
to be a laborer’s hire and a decent
standard of American life.

S0, Mr. President, let no one be mis-
led. This provision is not limited to the
secondary boycott. It is applicable as
well to the primary boycott. It forbids
the principle of workers helping one an-
other in defense of their standard of liv-
ing, as Mr. Justice Brandeis has so well
pointed out.

I am glad to see the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] has returned to the Cham-
ber. I have been waiting to read to him
language which I am sure he has heard
before, and as to which, perhaps, he has
some explanation to offer. It is from
a source which he would not impeach—
not only the Chief Justice of the United
States but the illustrious father of the
able Senator from Ohio. This is what
Chief Justice Taft said in the opinion
in the case of American Foundries V.
Tri-City Council (257 U. 8. 184). I wish
to read from page 209 of Two Hundred
and Fifty-seventh United States Reports.
I have heard it said, “Like father, like
son.” In many respecis the illustrious
Senator has carried on the great tradi-
tion of his eminent father. But I wish
the Senator had been a little more mili-
tant in carrying out what I believe was
the fundamental, kindly, sympathetic
philosophy of the then Chief Justice of
the United States toward labor unions.

If the Senator from Ohio felt as I
believe his distinguished father felt when
he wrote these words, I do not believe
he would be pressed into advocacy of
legislation which will have the effect of
striking down the very labor unions
which his father described in this opin-
ion, from which I now read:

Labhor unions are recognized by the Clay-
ton Act as legal when instituted for mutual
help and lawfully carrying out their legiti-
mate objects. They have long been thus
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recognized by the courts. They were organ=-
ized out of the necessities of the situation.
A single employee was helpless in dealing
with an employer. He was dependent ordi-
narily on his daily wage for the maintenance
of himself and family, If the employer re-
fused to pay him the wages that he thought
fair, he was, nevertheless, unable to leave
the employ and to resist arbitrary and unfair
treatment. Union was essential to give la-
borers opportunity to deal on equality with
their employer. They united to exert influ-
ence upon him and to leave him in a body
in order by this inconvenience to induce him
to make better terms with them. They were
withholding their labor of economic value to
make him pay what they thought it was
worth. The right to combine for such a law-
ful purpose has in many years not been
denied by any court. The strike became
a lawful instrument in a lawful economic
struggle or competition between employer
and employees as to the share or division
between them of the joint product of labor
and capital. To render this combination at
all effective, employees must make their
combination extend beyond one shop. It is
helpful to have as many as may be in the
same trade in the same community united,
because in the competition between employ=-
ers they are bound to be affected by the
standard of wages of their trade in the neigh-
borhood. Therefore, they may use all law=
ful propaganda to enlarge their membership,
and especlally among those whose labor at
lower wages will injure thelr whole guild,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEFPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I fully subscribe to every
word said there; and there is nothing in
the bill which in any way operates against
what is there stated.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, let us see.
The language to which I just adverted
makes it an unfair labor practice for a
labor organization or its agents to do
what? I read from page 14 of the bill:

To engage In, or to induce or encourage the
employees of any employer to engage in, a
strike or a concerted refusal to use, manufac-
ture, process, transport, or otherwise handle
or work on any goods, articles, materials, or
commodities or to perform any services in the
course of their employment (A) for the pur-
pose of forcing or requiring any employer or
other person to cease using, selling, handling,
transporting, or otherwise dealing in the
products of any other producer, processor, or
manufacturer, or to cease doing business with
any other person.

The language would forbid one man or
one agent of a labor union going to the
employees of another employer working
on a product put out by a manufacturer
who would be unfair to them, in their
opinion, and attempting to persuade or
to induce those workers not to handle the
output of the factory in which there was
a disagreement with the workers. I
claim that the right of an organization to
persuade, if it can, to petition, and to
seek the cooperation of fellow workers is
the legitimate right of an American citi-
zen; and, Mr. President, they are being
denied not only the right to seek the co-
operation of other workers in self-defense
but, in my opinion, they are being denied
their essential civie rights of addressing
themselves to their fellow citizens about
anything they want to present to them.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.
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Mr, TAFT. I do not quite understand
the case which the Senator has put.
This provision makes it unlawful to re-
sort to a secondary boycott to injure the
business of a third person who is wholly
unconcerned in the disagreement be-
tween an employer and his employees.
The Senator will find a great many de-
cisions written by my father which hold
that under the common law a secondary
boycott is unlawful. Subsequently, un-
der the provisions of the Norris-La-
Guardia Act, it became impossible to
stop a secondary boycott or any other
kind of a strike, no matter how unlaw-
ful it may have been at common law.
All this provision of the bill does is to
reverse the effect of the law as to sec-
ondary boycotts. It has been set forth
that there are good secondary boycotts
and bad secondary boycotts. Our com-
mittee heard evidence for weeks and
never succeeded in having anyone tell
us any difference between different kinds
of secondary boycotts. So we have so
broadened the provision dealing with
secondary boycotts as to make them an
unfair labor practice.

Mr. PEPPER. In the first place, the
language of the section is so broad that,
as I said, it applies not only to the so-
called typical secondary boycott, but to
any kind of a boycott. In the second
place, it denies to a worker in the print-
ing business his rights. Here we have
a situation in which there are four man-
ufacturers in a certain printing service.
A single union had a contract with three
of these manufacturers. They were told
by those three that if a fourth, a competi-
tor, were not brought into the contract
and subjected to the same terms they
would have to breach their contract or re-
fuse to enter into another contract. The
workers appealed to their fellow-union-
ists in other part of the country not to
work on the product which came out of
the plant of the manufacturer who
would not treat with the union, and the
question was raised as to whether that
was a lawful boycott. As I said, that is
a typical case where the union not only
is seeking to protect itself, but calls upon
other workers to cooperate, to refuse to
work to increase the value of the prod-
uct of the employer who deals unfairly
with them. That is forbidden, Mr.
President, by the section to which I have
referred. The Senator will admit that
it changes the law from what it is today.
That is the purpose of the section.
Therefore, it is denying to workers the
privilege which they now enjoy of ap-
pealing to fellow workers to stand by
them in their struggle to hold up and
defend the working standards with re-
spect to which they are engaged in a
controversy. ;

Mr., TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Take a case in which the
employer is getting along perfectly with
his employees. They agree on wages.
Wages and working conditions are satis-
factory to both sides. Someone else says
to those employees, “We want you to
strike against your employer because he
happens to be handling some product
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which we do not like. We do not think
it is made under proper conditions.”
Of course if that sort of thing is en-
couraged there will be hundreds and
thousands of strikes in the United
States. There is no reason that I car
see why we should make it lawiul foi
persons to incite workers to strike
when they are perfectly satisfied with
their conditions. If their conditions
are not satisfactory, then it is perfectly
lawful to encourage them to strike. The
Senator says they must be encouraged to
strike because their employer happens
to be doing business with someone the
union does not like or with whom it is
having trouble or having a strike. On
that basis there can be a chain reaction
that will tie up the entire United States
in a series of sympathetic strikes, if we
choose to call them that.

Mr. PEPPER., No, Mr, President; what
I am saying is that it is wrong to deny
an American citizen the right to address
himself to another American citizen and,
in a peaceful and lawful way, attempt to
persuade him to do anything he wants
to ask him to do. That is forbidden.

Here is a case I have in mind: Let
us say that there is a lumber manufac-
turer in the South who steadily refuses
to recognize a union, and his employees
try to establish a union and the employer
discharges them. Let us say that he is
turning out lumber in rough form, and
is selling that lumber to a mill where,
by means of the machinery and labor
used there, the lumber is turned into
finished millwork. Because that em-
ployer refuses to recognize a fair wage
demand on the part of his workers, and
because they are out on sirike as a re-
sult of his attitude, which they think is
unfair to them, they go a mile away to
that planing mill, which is finishing that
lumber, and they say to the workers
there, “Our employer has refused to pay
us a8 fair wage, and he refuses to deal
with us; he refuses to give us any con-
sideration whatever. He just abruptly
has said he is going to fire all of us
because he dislikes the attempt we have
made. We are asking you not to help
that man by processing his product and
adding your labor to it and making it
more valuable. We are asking you to
help us defend the standards of labor
in this community and the living level
of our families.”

Mr. President, in my opinion this pro-
vision of the pending measure would
make that activity unlawful, even though
by peaceful methods or means they tried
to persuade those workers to accomplish,
with them, that objective.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hor-
1LAND in the chair). Does the Senator
from Florida yield to the Senator from
Ohio?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield,

Mr, TAFT. Inthe first place, of course
the Senator’s first assumption is not cor-
rect, because under the Wagner Act the
workers have the right to organize and
to require the employer to bargain with
them; and if the employer fails or re-
fuses to do so, his action in that respect
is an unfair labor practice.
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But passing over that, and assuming
that the employer has a contract with
the employees, and that the only differ-
ence is over wages, let me say that the
principal point of the Senator from
Florida is similar to that in the case of
the New York Electrical Workers’ Un-
ion, which said, “We will not permit any
material made by any other union or by
any nonunion workers to come into New
York City and be put into any building
in New York City.” The principle an-
nounced by the Senator from Florida
wotlld make that stand lawful, as it is
lawful today.

Of course we propose to change the
law in that respect. All over the United
States, teamsters are saying, “We will
not handle this Iumber, because it is
made in a plant where a CIO union is
certified.” The principle announced by
the Senator from Florida would have the
Government say to them, “That is per-
fectly lawful: you can do that if you wish
to.ﬂ

Likewise, under the principle an-
nounced by the Senator from Florida, the
workers could say that the CIO union is
not securing a high enough wage for the
workers and is not representing the work-
ers in the way it should represent them,
and that therefore they will strike. For
instance, all over the United States, car-
penters are refusing to handle lumber
which is finished in a mill in which CIO
workers are employed, or, in other cases,
in which American Federation of Labor
workers are employed.

The principle announced by the Sena-
tor from Florida is the same, namely, that
if other workers do not like the way some
employer is treating his employees, they
can promote strikes in any other plant
which happens to be handling the prod-
uct of the plant whose management the
workers do not like.

I do not see how we can distinguish
between a plant employing union labor
and a plant employing nonunion labor,
or between a plant paying good wages
and a plant paying poor wages, or be-
tween a plant employing CIO labor and
8 plant employing AFL labor. The
members of the commitiee do not see any
way of distinguishing between those cases
and preventing the gradual forcing of a
AFL or CIO control in various unions,
and putting workers out of employment,

Mr, PEPPER. Mr, President, as I
said a while ago, there is no way to
provide for perfect justice. There may
have been instances of abuse of this prin-
ciple on the part of labor unions. But
again, I say that, when we balance the
various interests, we have no right to
deny to American citizens the privilege
of petitioning their fellow citizens for
cooperation in a common endeavor to
raise the living standards of the Ameri-
can workingman and his family.

In the second place, Mr. President, I
maintain that a citizen of the United
States has a right to the protection of
his private enterprise, which is his labor.
He has a right to work for any man
or not to work for any man, so I thought.
As I said a while ago, I am surprised
that so many of my friends and col-
leagues are so ready to defend a man’s
free use of his money, and yet are re-
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luctant to assure a man the free use of
his labor.

I say that the Congress has not been
presented with any bill which provides
that an employer cannot capriciously
stop buying from another manyfacturer
because he does not like that manufac-
turer’s labor policies, because they are
too friendly to labor. I do not know
of anything which prevents an employer
who buys a given commodity from say-
ing, “I will not buy that man’s goods be-
cause he has recognized the closed shop,
and I do not like the closed shop, and
I simply will step buying from him, even
if it means that his only market is thus
taken away from him.” But, Mr. Presi-
dent, that is the kind of private enter-
prise which so many Senators seem to
be determined to preserve.

But there is another kind of private
enterprise which I should like to pre-
serve. First, it is the right of an Ameri-
can citizen to speak his mind fo his
neighbor, to ask him to help him in a
common humane enterprise. The other
kind of private enterprise which I think
should be promoted and protected is the
right of a man to be free and to be his
own master in the use of his own might.

Yet, Mr, President, here we are con-
fronted with a measure which would
deny what the late Mr. Justice Brandels
called, in this case, the right of self-
defense to the working people of
America.

The President, in his state of the
Union message to the Congress, in dis-
cussing the subject of labor legislation,
took a position quite contrary to that
which has been taken by the able Sena-
tor from Ohio. Here is what the Presi-
dent said:

Not all secondary boycotts are unjustified.
We must judge them on the basis of their
objectives. For example, boycotts intended
to protect wage rates and working conditlons
should be distinguished from those in fur-
therance of jurisdictional disputes. The
structure of industry sometimes requires
unions, as & matter of self-preservation, to
extend the conflict beyond a particular em=-
ployer. There should be no blanket pro-
hibition against boycotts. The appropriate
goal is legislation which prohibits secondary
boyeotts in pursuance of unjustifiable objec-
tives, but does not impair the union’s right
to preserve its own existence ard the gains
made in genuine collective bargaining.

That is the standard to which the mi-
nority of the committee adheres, Mr.
President. We have said that we sup-
ported the President in outlawing the
secondary boycott in aid of jurisdictional
strikes, and we say so again, But the
committee did not limit its action to
that. The committee bill outlaws all
kinds of so-called secondary boycotts,
even when, the objective of the boycott
is to preserve wage and working condi-
tion gains already achieved by collective
bargaining, even if the objective be to
solicit in a peaceful way the cooperation
of other workers in defending the wage
and working standards of a particular
community of industry.

So the provision now under discussion
is simply another one of the provisions
of the bill the effect of which will be to
weaken further the movement of the or-
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ganlzed working people of the United
States.

Mr. President, several cases have been
referred to by the Senator from Ohio,
but have there been enough of them,
have they become serious enough to
justify the denial of all working men
of the right of petition to their fellow
workers for help? Has the damage been
severe enough to justify a proposal to
meke it impossible for workers to work
together for self defense? "I do not think
so, and I say again that this effort to
weaken the unions in working together
is made at a time when profits, prices,
and monopoly are at an all-time peak.

Now, Mr. President, I wish to refer
to pages 14 and 15 of the bill, and to
page 27 of the report of the committee,
The committee had before it the Presi-
dent’s recommendation when it reported
the bill, it knew the President had limited
his suggestion for the outlawing of sec-
ondary boycotts to boycotts in aid of
the jurisdictional strike, of which none
of us approve. But it deliberately was
not satisfied with the moderation and
with the limitation of that principle in
the President’s recommendation; it
chose to go further and to outlaw all
secondary boycotts, no matter how legiti-
mate the objective of the boycott was.
So again I say that many of us, and
certainly I speak for myself, are not
opposing all legislation, we are not ap-
proving all secondary boycotts, but we
say, as the President said, that a dis-
tinction should have been made, and
the distinction should have been predi-
cated on what the objective of the boy-
cott is. That distinction the able com-
mittee has ignored.

Not only is the right of petition to fel-
low workers for cooperation in common
defense made an unfair labor practice,
but there is given the power of an in-
junction against such a boycoit. On
pages 14 and 15 of the bill the grounds
which are the subject of the injunction
are stated. I hope the Senator from
Minnesota will correct me if I am in
error in anything I say about this. I
should like to draw attention to page
33 of the bill, section 10 (1).

Mr. BALL, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr., BALL. I suggest to the Senator
from Florida that that is not the lan-
guage of the Senator from Minnesota,
but an amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morsel.

Mr, PEPPER. I thank the Senator
for the information. It may be, how=-
ever, that the Senator from Oregon in
the final analysis may avail himself of
the privilege which I think every man
should have, that is, the right of re-
pentance. If the Senator from Oregon
should find it appropriate to repent, I
hope he will be able to share his baptism
with the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ore-
gon only hopes eventually to be able to
persuade the Senator from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. My faith believes in
deathbed repentance, and I am still
hoping to see some of it around here—
the repentance, not the deathbed.
[Laughter.]
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I now turn to page 33 of the bill, sub-
division (1) of section 10, which reads:

(1) Whenever it is charged that any person
has engaged in an unfair labor practice
within the meaning of paragraph 4 (A),
(B), and (C) of section 8 (b), the prelim-
inary investigation of such charge shall be
made forthwith and given priority over all
other cases except cases of like character in
the office where it is filed or to which it is
referred. If, after such investigation, the
officer or regional attorney to whom the
matter may be referred has reasonable cause
to believe such charge is true and that a
complaint should issue, he shall, on behalf
of the Board, petition any district court of
the United States (including the District
Court of the United States for the District of
Columbia) within any district where the un-
fair labor practice in question has cccurred,
is alleged to have occurred, or wherein such
person resides or transacts business, for ap-
propriate injunctive relief pending the final
adjudication of the Board with respect to
such matter. Upon the filing of any such
petition the district court shall have juris-
diction to grant such injunctive relief or
temporary restraining order as it deems just
and proper, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law: Provided further, That no
temporary restraining order shall be issued
without notice unless a petition alleges that
substantial and irreparable injury to the
charging party will be unavoidable and such
temporary restraining order shall be effective
for no longer than 5 days and will become
void at the expiration of such pericd. Upon
filing of any such petition the courts shall
cause notice thereof to be served upon any
person involved in the charge and such per-
son, including the charging party, shall be
given an opportunity to appear by counsel
and present any relevant testimony.

Mr. President, under that all that is
necessary is the filing of a charge of one
of these boycotts, or one of these so-called
unfair labor practices, and then the re-
gional officer or the regional attorney of
the National Labor Relations Board must
seek “appropriate injunctive relief,” be-
cause the bill says:

If, after such investigation, the officer or
regional attorney to whom the matter may
be referred has a reasonable cause to believe
such charge is true and that a complaint
should issue, he shall, on behalf of the Board,
petition * * * for appropriate injunctive
relief.

Mr. President, that means that it is
mandatory upon a regional attorney, or
an officer in a region representing the
Board, to seek an injunction in the courts,
even if nothing has happened except that
a complaint has been filed of such an al-
leged unfair labor practice, namely, this
boycott. That preliminary injunection
can be issued without notice to the oppo-
site party, and after 5 days, of course, the
injunction may be made to extend for a
longer time, as a matter of fact, until the
matter has been disposed of by the Board,
which may mean an unlimited period
of time.

So not only are all boycotts eliminated
without any distinction such as the Pres-
ident suggested but there is added the
arbitrary and mandatory requirement
that a regional attorney, upon nothing
more than what he believes may be rea-
sonable cause, shall seek an injunction
in the courts.

An employer who commits an unfair
labor practice is not enjoined. There is
no preliminary injunction in the court
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provided with respect to him. That is
simply another evidence of the regretta-
ble fact that the bill is aimed at the
worker, not the employer, and ignores
completely the abuses which have been
committed by the employers in the past,
and attempts to restrict its remedial pro-
visions exclusively against employees.

Mr. President, a case has been decided
in my State of Florida, to which I wish to
cail attention, with respect to another
aspect of this matter, that is, the right
of the Attorney General to seek an in-
junction. against a strike and be able to
prevent the strike from occurring for a
period of 80 days under certain condi-
tions. On page 48 of the bill those con-
ditions appear:

Whenever, in the opinion of the Attorney
General of the United States, a threatened or
actual strike or lock-out affecting substan-
tially an entire industry engaged in trade,
commerce, transportation, transmission, or
communication among the several States or
with foreign nations or engaged in the pro-
duction of gooeds for commerce will, if per-
mitted to occur or to centinue, imperil the
national health or safety, he may appoint a
board of inquiry to inguire into the issues
involved in the dispute and to make a writ-
ten report to him within such time as he
shall prescribe.

Then it goes on to say that the At-
torney General, upon receiving a report
from a board of inquiry, may seck an
injunction, in the name of the United
States, from any district court of the
United States having jurisdiction of the
parties, to enjoin such strike or lock-out
if he finds that it “(i) affects substan-
tially an entire industry engaged in
trade, commerce, transportation, trans-
mission, or communication among the
several States or with foreign nations, or
engaged in the production of goods for
commerce; and (ii) if permitted to oc-
cur or to continue, will imperil the na-
tional health or safety, it shall have
jurisdiction to enjoin any such strike or
lock-out, or the continuing thereof, and
to make such other orders as may be ap-
propriate.”

Mr, President, I realize a serious ques-
tion is presented when a strike is threat-
ened which would vitally affect the
whole Nation, or any large segment of if.
Like many other situations affecting pri-
vate enterprise, it may have many rami-
fications and reverberations. But, Mr.
President, those things are accepted as a
part of the price we pay for our free,
private-enterprise system. There are
many {reedoms which are abused—{free-
dom of the press, freedom of speech, and
other privileges which we enjoy as free
Americans—because they are sometimes
abused, but we do not find it necessary to
take away those rights. We try to curb
abuses, but we preserve the inherent
right of free enterprise in America.
That is what has made us as greaf as
we are.

But this bill does not propose to set
up a national arbitration board; it does
not propose something in the nature of
the Tennessee Valley Authority, as sug-
gested by a distinguished citizen of my
State, former Governor James M. Cox,
of Ohio, who, out of his great experience,
recommends the establishment of some-
thing like the Tennessee Valley Author-

APRIL 29

ity to act as a governing authority for
great enterprises of national scope and
importance, with power to fix wages,
probably to fix profits, in industries of
national importance and significance.

It may well be, Mr. President, that we
are going in that direction. It is an
outrage for the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. to enjoy the great-
est monopoly in America, fo be the
greatest monopolist in America, but re-
fuse to pay a fair wage to its workers;
yet, if the Government does not make
it pay a fair wage, what can the workers
do except strike? If the workers can be
effectively strangled in their struggie for
a fair measure of the profits of the busi-
ness, Mr. President, an injustice has
been perpetrated on worthy Americans.

Today there is in progress a nation-
wide strike. The Government has no
power to make the parties sit down to-
gether to reach an accord; it has no
power to make the employer meet the
workers half way. But this bill makes
no proposal of that sort, either. It does
not authorize the Government to put any
pressure upon the American Telephone
& Telegraph Co. to make it pay a fair
wage to the workers.

I suspect that this bill would be ap-
plicable to such a situation. I am sure
it would be applicable to the railroads, to
the transportation systems. It says
“transmission systems,” and I do not
know of anything more important in the
transmission system than the telephone
system of America.

If this bill were applicable today, the
Attorney General could have gotten an
injunction prohibiting the union from
striking, and ordering them to continue
work for at least 80 days at wages they
had already found unbearable. But the
Attorney General would not have had a
bit of authority to say to the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co., “You are
not paying enough, you are not pay-
ing what you can fairly afford, and
we are going to require you to do it.”
No, there is no proposal in the bill that
the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. do anything. There are no rights
committed tc the Government against
the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. In the pending telephone strike,
the only injunction that could be ob-
tained, if this bill were law, would be
one against the workers themselves.

I maintain, Mr. President, that is not
equal justice, legal or social, that is not
fair, that is not approaching the matter
with a desire to see justice done all
around. All it accomplishes is -to do
what I said was feared by Governor Stas-
sen, namely, to weaken the workers so
that they will give up the strike, and so
that the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co, can continue its unbroken rec-
ord of 23 years, of paying a $9 dividend
on every share of stock, every year.

Mr, President, that is what I am com-
plaining about. This bill is not fair,
The only burdens it imposes are upon the
workers. The only party to a dispute it
endeavors to weaken is the union of the
workers. I say, Mr. President, when, in
the first half of 1946, 21 of the 29 major
labor disputes were over wages, and when
the bill does not do anything to make the
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employer pay fair wages, that it has not
fairly endeavored to find a basis for the
settlement of the kind of dispute that
brings about work stoppages in American
industry.

Mr, President, it is a matter of enjoin-
ing people, from what? From quitting
work? I should like to read to the Sen-
ate a decision by the supreme court of
my State on this subject, which I com-
mend to my colleagues. I will read from
page 121 of seventh Southern, chapter
117, a decision by the Florida Supreme
Court. dated March 27, 1942:

We are not advised of any rule of law un-
der which any man in this country will be
forced to serve with his labor any other man
whom he does not wish to serve,

Is not that good Americanism, Mr.
President? Iam not saying, “to work for
the Government”; I am saying, “for any
other man or any other company.”

Bection 19 of the declaration of rights of
our constitution provides:

“Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude,
except as a punishment for crime, whereof
the party has been duly convicted, shall ever
be allowed in this State.”

If the injunctive order be construed to
mean that the officers and members of the
Longshoremen Association, Local No. 14186,
were thereby required to load or unload the
trucks of Collins, although there was no
contractual relation between the local and
Collins, then such construction would vio-
late the constitutional provision above re-
ferred to. We think it will not be contended
that any member of the local could be com-
mitted to jall for refusing to load or unload
the Collins trucks. That service required
the performance of manual labor and it is
beyond the power of courts to punish one
by imprisonment for failure to engage in in-
voluntary servitude.

What is it after all, Mr. President, but
involuntary servitude if we deny to the
workers of the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. the right to stop work, if
they do not feel that they are receiving
the wages they deserve?

Mr. President, if the bill were to set
up a board like the Tennessee Valley
Authority, to fix wages and working con-
ditions and profits for the transmission
lines of this country, such a proposal
would be entitled to serious considera-
tion. I am not sure that I would oppose
such legislation, because I think the sug-
gestion made by Governor Cox, three
times Governor of the State of the great
Senator from Ohio, an eminent publisher
in America today, that the time is com-
ing when we have got to set up a board
which will have authority to see to it
that justice is done to each side in dis-
putes of this character, has great merit.
There may come a time when we shall
have to take over in the public name
great Nation-wide essential public utili-
ties. I do not know if that time will
come. I know many other countries
have found it necessary to do so. We
may sometime find it necessary to do so
in the public interest here in America,

It is one thing—and that is what was
done recently—to deny a labor leader the
right to proclaim the alleged breach of
a confract. It is another thing to put a
worker in jail because he stops work when
he feels he has a will and a right to do
80,
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Mr. President, I do not know of any
cases—there may be some—in which the
United States Supreme Court, as pres-
ently constituted, has upheld the right
of any court to put a man in jail because
he refused to work for another man or a
corporation, because he was dissatisfied
with the wages his employer was willing
to pay. I say, Mr. President, I do not
know of a case in which the present
Supreme Court has upheld such action
on the part of any court. Iam not talk-
ing about a fine. I am not talking about
enjoining a declaration. I am talking
about putting a man in jail because he
stops working for a man for whom he
does not want to work. I thought that
was a basic American right and privilege.
Yet the bill requires nothing more than
that the Attorney General should say,
without any court review, “This affects a
big industry. I believe it to affect the
health and security of the country, and,
therefore, I am going fo apply to the
courts for an injunction which will be
effective for 80 days.” That provision
will be used for the purpose of breaking
the union or breaking the strike.

Again I point out that it does not
require that the employer, during the
80 days, shall do anything. In the coal
case the court acted under an act of
Congress passed during the war and ex-
piring on the 30th of June, and, Mr.
President, in that case the Government
had the right to fix wages and working
conditions, and it did, including the
granting of a welfare fund which had
never previously been accorded by the
employer. But there is no authority
under the bill for the Government to
fix the wages or working conditions.
There is no authority in it for the public
agency to compel the employer to do
anything that would be justice to the
employee. It is all, as I said, on the side
of the employer and against the em-
ployee, the net effect of which is to strike
down the labor-union movement of
America and to contribute toward an-
other depression, because the workers
would be unable to buy what they other-
wise would be able to purchase in the
American economy.

Mr. President, this matter of the in-
junction as a means of settling labor
disputes is a very serious one. The first
United States Supreme Court case on the
subject was In Re Debs (158 U, S. 564).
That was the case in which the United
States Government enjoined Debs and
others engaged in the Pullman strike,
during the Cleveland administration.

I read from Frankfurter and Greene
in their work, Congressional Power Over
the Labor Injunction—Thirty-first Co-
lumbia Law Review, chapter 385, page
412—as follows:

As for the Debs case, what dispassionate
student of American society really believes
that that case, in its sequelae, has made for
peace in industry or enhanced confidence in
the legal order?

We find a present justice of the United
States Supreme Court who said, in com-
menting on the Debs case:

As for the Debs case, what dispassionate
student of American society really believes
that that case, In its sequelae, has made
for peace in industry or enhanced confidence
in the legal order?
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Mr. President, the Norris-LaGuardia
Act was passed in order to prevent set-
tlement of labor disputes by injunction.
I have in my hand a little statement of
how the situation produced the Norris-
LaGuardia Act. I read:

The Norris-LaGuardia Act “is the culmi-
nation of a bitter political, social, and eco-
nomic controversy extending over half a cen-
tury.” (Milk Wagon Drivers’ Union v. Lake
Valley Farm Products, supra.) That con-
troversy, epitomized by the slogan “Govern=
ment by injunction,” was initiated by the
injunction obtained by the Atforney General
of the United States in the Pullman strike
of 1684, The public reaction to that injunc-
tion was intense and immediate. The storms
of protest, in which many thoughtful lawyers
joined, were primarily addressed to the per-
version of an equitable remedy in a manner
that endangered the personal liberty of wage
earners.

The clamor for retorm quickly assumed
significant political proportions. In 1896,
2 years after the Dszbs injunction was cb-
tained and 1 year after the Supryme Court
affirmed it, the Democratic Party denounced
labor injunctions as a “highly dangerous form
of oppression.” Beginning with 1908, the
Republican Party, too, advocated the elimi-
nation of the abuses inherent in labor in-
junctions.

Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and Taft, in
formal, official statements, strongly criti-
cised the labor injunction and urged re-
forms upon Congress. A veritable flood of
legislative proposals was introduced and dis-
cussed in Congress. These legislative pro-
posals occupied the attention of Congress
during every session but one in the 20 years
between 1894 and 1914,

At long last, in 1914, Congress enacted the
Clayton Act which was described by President
Wilson as “a veritable emancipation” of the
workmen of America, and was halled by
Samuel Gompers as “the Industrial Magna
Carta upon which the working people will
rear thelr construction of industrial free-
dom,” But the hopes thus engendered proved
wholly illusory. They were completely frus-
trated by the interpretation placed by the
courts on the Clayton Act,

Inevitably, the failure of the Clayton Act
to accomplish its plain purposes renewed,
with even greater force, the agitation against
equity intervention in labor disputes. Be-
ginning with the Sixty-sixth Congress,
numerous bills seeking to offset the crippling
effects of the decisions of the Supreme Court
were introduced. These eveniuated in the
Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932, Seldom, if
ever, has any legislation been the subject of
such extensive hearings, study, and debate.
The result has been a statute virtually with=-
out parallel in the skill with Which it was
drafted, in the clarity of the policy which 1t
embodies and in the manner in which it has
fulfilled its objectives.

It is 14 years since the Norris-LaGuardia
Act was enacted. To some, with memories
that are all too short, “government by in=-
junction” has become merely an historical
phrase, with " academiec significance only.
They are woefully wrong. It would, we ear=
nestly submit, be & grievous mistake to re-
store the injunction as a weapon in Ameri-
can industrial conflicts. It does not work.
It neither mines coal, nor moves trains, nor
malkes clothing. As an adjuster of industrial
confiict the injunction has been an utter
failure. It has been used as a short cut—
but it has not cut anything, except to cut off
labor from confidence in the rule of law and
of the courts as its impartial organs. No
disinterested student of American industry,
or of American law, can have the slightest
doubt that, beginning with the Debs case,
the use of labor injunctions has predomi-
nantly been a cumulative influence for dis-
cord in our mational life,
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That statement comes from Mr. Joseph
A, Padway, general counsel of the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor.

So I say that the proposed legislation
is almed at striking down every protec-
tion in the law of today, whether it be in
the National Labor Relations Act or in
the Norris-LaGuardia Act, or in other
aspects of our law, under which the
American labor movement has grown to
its present strength and the present
standard of living has been achieved in
the home of the American workman,
which has contributed, as perhaps no
other influence has contributed, to the
greatest level of peacetime prosperity
America has ever enjoyed.

Mr. President, I contend that this is
of a pattern too prevalent nowadays,
when the sympathy is all on the side of
the strong, and the oppression directed
altogether at the weak. This is part of
a pattern which we see too often in Con-
gress today, when we are trying to pro-
teet the man who is making more than
he has ever made, and to drive down
the wages of the American workingman,
who is already beginning to make less
than he has been making in the past.
The proposed legislation is not only one-
sided but designedly one-sided. It has
ignored the recommendations of the
President for a moderate law on this
subject. It tends to make the monopoly
stronger, and while affording no Gov-
ernment protection to the weak would
deny the weak the safeguards which they
presently have for their protection.

I say that those who are aiding in this
effort are not only doing a disservice to
the American workingman and to his
wife and children, but they are contrib-
uting to another depression which will
rob us all—the rich as well as the poor,
the farmer as well as the worker and
the manufacturer. I say that the advo-
cates of the proposed legislation have
shown an utter failure to appreciate and
reward the patriotic record which was
made during the war by the workingmen
as well as the fighting men of America—
and T include women, because they, too,
contributed immeasurably in the con-
flict, both at home and abroad.

We are going back to the days before
the National Labor Relations Act. We
are stripping from the statutes of this
country the whole body of remedial leg-
islation which has been achieved in
more than a decade of social progress
under the leadership of Franklin D.
Roosevelt. The effect of the proposed
legislation would be utterly to weaken
and strangle the union movement, which
had made such great progress under the
laws and the decisions of the courts.

I believe this to be a great mistake, I
believe that we should have proceeded as
_the President suggested, with legislation
limited in character, designed and in-
tended to achieve industrial peace in-
stead of promote industrial discord, to
diminish work stoppage instead of in-
crease the number of strikes. I venture
to predict that the proposed legislation,
if it ever becomes law, will set in motion
the most violent management-labor
strife that we have ever seen in America,
and that there will be more work stop-
page than there has ever been in the
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past. The American economy, in the
prosperity we now have, will receive a
blow which will hurl us again down to
the tragic days of the early 1930's. It is
my sincere hope that we may turn our
attention to a more evenly balanced pro-
gram for the adjustment of labor dis-
putes than this measure offers.

At a later time, before this debate is
concluded, I propose to address myself
to the monopoly aspects of our present
economy, to show the concentration of
power in the hands of a few, to show the
abuses that have been committed by
those few, and to show that a thousand
times more tribute has been exacted
from the American people by the vices of
monopoly than has ever been taken
under the tyranny of labor leaders or
labor organizations. If we really wanted
to protect the American people, we would
follow the President’s recommendation
and make our sword a two-edged sword,
curbing the abuses of the employer, the
monopolist, and the profiteer, instead of
wreaking our vengeance only upon the
American workingman, whose glorious
history is that he has cut out a great
country from an abysmal wilderness and
made it today the richest and most pow-
erful Nation in all the world.

Mr. MORSE obtained the floor.

Mr., THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield to me for the
purpose of suggesting the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. MORSE. No; I do not care to
have a quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
Senator from Oregon declines to yield.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion of the Senator from Oregon to re-
commit Senate bill 1126 to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, with
instructions.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to direct a few remarks to the pending
motion. I thank the Senator from Utah
for his courteous suggestion; but the
hour is late, My colleagues can read my
remarks in the Recorn. I am sure that
we shall not reach a vote on the motion
tonight. In fact, before I finish my re-
marks I shall suggest an agreement to
vote. The agreement will involve an
hour as of tomorrow.

Mr. President, I have been trying to
work out a procedure which would fairly
answer the main argument—at least, as
I have heard it—against the proposal
to break the omnibus bill up into four
separate bills.

As I understand the chief argument
against my proposal, it runs something
like this: We are confronted with a
practical parliamentary situation, say
the proponents of the argument. The
House has passed an omnibus bill. That
is an accomplished fact. That bill has
been sent to the Senate, and it is on our
calendar. That being the case, we must
go into conference on the bhasis of a bill
already passed by the House, known as
the Hartley bill.

There is reason to that argument. I
understand the practicalities of that
situation. But, as I have said before
both here and in conference with my
Republican colleagues, if it would have
been better in the first instance to have
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of individual issues, then we should not
change our course simply because the
House has followed a course which may
prove to be a very unfortunate one. It
seems to me that those who agree with
me that in the first instance we should
have followed the course of action which
I am now suggesting should try to work
out with me a procedure which will give
to the House another opportunity, -after
the reflection which I think has been
taking place in the minds of a great
many Members of the House on the ac-
tion they have already taken, to pass in
separate bills on the individual issues
which are to be ultimately considered
by the conference committee.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. 1 think it might be well
to call the Senator’s attention to the fact,
with which he, of course, is familiar, that
the rules of the House are entirely dif-
ferent from those of the Senate. Fol-
lowing the action of the Rules Commit-
tee of the House, Members of the House
could vote on only one question, namely,
whether they were for the bill or against
it. Only one could be made, and that
was a motion to recommit, which was, I
think, defeated. In other words, what
the Senator is atfempting to do the
Members of the House had no oppor-

‘tunity to do. They had no opportunity

to express their viewpoint one way or
the other on any of the measures which
the Senator seeks to have the commit-
tee report so the Senate can vote on them
separately. In my judgment, consider-
ing the procedure following by the
House, it cannot properly be said that
because the House passed an omnibus
labor bill, the Senate should do the same
thing. In other words, the rule which
was reported from the Rules Committee
of the House denied Members the right
of doing anything other than voting the
Hartley bill up or down.

Mr. MORSE, I understand the situa-
tion just as the Senator explains it, and
I fully concur in his observations, par-
ticularly the point he makes that it does
not follow that because the House has
passed an omnibus bill the Senate should
do likewise. Rather, I think it is very
important that in the Senate a record be
made showing that we do not favor the
passage of an omnibus bill, because I
believe that is the view of the majority.
When I say that is the view of the ma-
jority of the Members of the Senate I
do not mean that there will be a majority
vote to accomplish that end, because
some of my colleagues, in faet, quite a
number of them—and they have told me
so in the cloakrooms and elsewhere—be-
lieve that if it were a matter ab initio
they would faver the point of view which
I am proposing; but they say, “What can
we do? The House has passed this bill.
We will have to go into a conference on
the House bill. We are faced with that
parliamentary situation, and although
we should like to go along with your
point of view as to separate bills, we
think we have no other course but to pass
a single omnibus bill."”
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I have been trying to work out some
reasonable procedure which will permit
our making a clear record of the sep-
arate bill approach, because I am still
of the opinion that it is our only hope
in the Eightieth Congress of getfing any
labor legislation passed and at the same
time giving to the House another oppor-
tunity to vote on this issue by way of
a separate bill approach. So in consulta-
tion with the Parliamentarian and some
of my colleagues in the Senate I have
worked out the following motion which
I now ask to have substituted for the
motion which I made yesterday after-
noon. I shall read it and then explain
it. It is as follows:

1 move that the pending bill S. 1126 be
recommitted to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare with instructions to re-
port in lieu thereof, on or before Friday, May
2, 1947, four separate bills, as follows:

A bill embracing the language contained
in titles I and V of said 5. 1126;

A bill embracing the language contained
in title II thereof;

A blll embracing the language contalned
in title IIT thereof; and

A bill embracing the language contained
in title IV thereof.

1 offer that motion, Mr. President, as
I understand it is my parliamentary
right to do, as a substitute motion for
the one which I offered yesterday after-
noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair so understands; and the motion
now submitted will be substituted for
the motion previously made by the Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
explain what I think will be the effect
of this motion if it is agreed to by the
Senate. It will result in our having be-
fore us four new labor bills under new
Senate numbers. Those bills, or any
number of them, if passed, will go to the
House as Senate bills and be placed on
the House calendar, That will give to
the House, if it cares to embrace it, an
opportunity to vote on the legislation
proposed by the Senate. In other words,
it will give the House a chance, which
I think some of the Members of the
House would welcome after they have
had the opportunity to reflect upon the
implications and the meanings and ef-
fects of the Hartley bill, to go along with
the Senate on its legislatirn. The House
then could pass any one or all of the
bills which the Senate might send over.
Those bills would then go to conference,
and out of the conference committee we
would then get a report which the
House and Senate could either vote up
or vote down.

I think my proposal has a great many
advantages. The first advantage is that
it gives to the House, and certainly to
the Senate, an opportunity to face sep-
arately the major issues as encompassed
in the separate titles of Senate bill 11286,
and to pass those that can be passed.
Furthermore, if we separate this bill
there will be less tendency, in my judg-
ment, to try to incorporate amendments
which might result in a veto.

I may be quite wrong about this, Mr.
President, but no one as yet has been
able to convince me that I am wrong.
Even my associates on the Committee
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on Labor and Public Welfare will testify
that I have at least tried to work out
conscionable compromises on various
questions involved in the proposed legis-
lation, and I think they must know that
I am not averse to any fair compromise
which will promote the possibilify of se-
curing the enactment of proper labor
legislation. But no one as yet has been
able to convince me that there is the
remotest possiblity of having signed by
the President of the United States an
omnibus bill of the nature which I think
would come ouf of conference between
the House and Senate. I cannot imag-
ine the President signing the type of
bill which I think will come out of that
conference if it is in omnibus form. I
may be wrong about it. If I am, then the
responsibility in the last analysis will
have to be shared both by the Congress
and the President.

If the Senate continues the omnibus-
bill approach it will send to conference
a bill, with amendments which the Sen-
ate has added, for which some Members
of the Senate cannot vote, and therefore
there will be a sufficient number of Mem-
bers of the Senate to vote to sustain a
veto if the President vetoes the bill.
Then the result will be that no legisla-
tion at all will be enacted.

So far as I am concerned, I am per-
fectly willing to assume my share of re-
sponsibility for such final action. I am
perfectly willing to make the choice of
voting to defeat legislation of the omni-
bus type, containing many of the House
provisions and some of the amendments
which now are proposed in the Senate,
rather than to have legislation of that
type enacted into law.

So, Mr. President, when some of my
colleagues talk about the practicalities
of the situation, I am willing to talk on
those terms. I think that one of the
practicalities that confronts the Eight-
ieth Congress is the likelihood that even-
tually there will be a veto of the bill and
there will be a sufficient number of votes
in the Senate to sustain the veto. In my
judgment that would be a very unfortu-
nate result and the action of Congress
in passing such a bill would be most un-
fortunate. As I have said before, I think
the people of the United States are en-
titled to have some labor Ilegislation
which will be fair and reasonable, and
workable.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. BALL., Will the Senator from
Oregon tell us what information he has
which convinces him so completely that
if the bill now before the Senate is
passed with certain provisions in it, the
President will veto it, and that if it does
not contain certain provisions the Pres-
ident will not veto it, but will sign it?

Mr. MORSE. I have no evidence at
all; I merely have my own intuition and
my confidence in the good judgment of
the President,

Mr. BALL. Let me ask the Senator
one more question, if he will further
yield. Did the 6 weeks of hearings which
the committee held and the several
weeks of committee consideration
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change the Senator’s views regarding
some of the provisions which should be
included in this bill?

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator
from Minnesota knows that my views
were changed in a number of respects
during our conferences and our discus-
sions.

Mr. BALL. Mr, President, if the Sen-
ator from Oregon will further yield, let
me say I think that is quite true. I
think that was true of all of us. If seems
to me that the Senators who are arguing
that the President will veto any bill are
quoting from the President's state-of-
the-Union message, which was delivered
back in January, or from the President’s
veto of the Case bill, which was made a
year ago, as a basis for sustaining their
point; but it seems to me they are over-
locking the fact that a great deal of
water has gone over the dam since then.
There have been extended hearings in
both the House and Senate committees,
and I think the President, as well as the
Congress, will consider them.

Frankly, I do not think any Member
of the Congress knows what the Presi-
dent will do, and I doubt that the Pres-
ident himself will know what he will do,
until he receives a bill. Then he will
have to decide, just as we in the Senate
have to decide what we think are proper
solution s to problems as we discuss them
on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I hope I
have made it clear, as I believe I have,
that the Senator from Oregon does not
think he knows what the President will
do in this matter. The Senator from
Oregon has merely expressed an opin-
ion; but, based upon his intuition and
his appraisal of the good judgment of
the President, that once the President
receives a bill which has any resemblance
to the Hartley bill, or a bill which has
added to it the amendments which the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, BaLL] pro-
poses, the Senator from Oregon simply
cannot imagine that the President will
sign such a bill. Let me say that my
confidence in the President is too great
to permit me to believe that the Presi-
dent would sign such a bill. ;

That is why I think that if the Sen-
ate passes a bill of that type, and if the
bill is also passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives, the bill is headed for a
veto; and I think a sufficient number
of the Members of the Senate would vote -
to sustain a veto. Therefore, I think we
should avoid getting into such a situa-
tion.

Mr. President, that is why I think my
good friend the Senator from Minnesota
should follow my suggestion and should
report from the committee a bill of the
type which I have suggested, and thus
let the Senate consider such a bill, pass
it, and send it to conference.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr, BALL, I do not share the Sena-
tor’s intuition regarding what the Presi-
dent will do. I recall that the President
in his veto of the Case bill attacked very
strongly the provision dealing with wel-
fare funds. I think that the amend-
ment which lies on the desks of Senators
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improves a great deal the section of the
bill dealing with that subject and makes
it more workable. However, I notice
that even after the President vetoed the
Case bill he had his Secretary of the
Interior abide by the provisions of that
section in the agreement made with
Mr. Lewis in regard to the coal mines.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Min-
nesota may be correct. We simply dis-~
agree insofar as our ideas of what the
President may do are concerned.

I wish to avoid the possibility of a
stalemate, with the result that no labor
legislation at all will be enacted. I
think we can avoid that possibility by
following the procedure which I have
suggested this affernoon. I am reason-
ably sure that we can avoid it if the
Senator from Minnesota will only go
along with me in regard to having re-
ported from the committee the various
bills I have suggested. Of course, I real-
ize that the Senator's opinions and dif-
ferences are honest and sincere, too.

So it seems to me that the next best
course for the Senator from Minnesota
and the Senator from Oregon to adopt, as
at least a hasis for resolving these dif-
ferences, is for the Senator from Minne-
sota to go along with me in the way that
I have suggested, so as at least to have
the Senate send separate bills on these
subjects to the House of Representatives.
If, thereupon, the House is still of the
same opinion, I suppose the House will
not pass such separate bills. But I think
it is fair to give the House of Representa-
tives that chance. Moreover, Mr. Pres-
ident, we might be surprised by what the
House would do; we might find the House
grabbing at the opportunity to pass
‘whatever proposed legislation the Senate
sent to it.

The next point I wish to make about
this so-called separable approach is that
I think it is an approach which is fair
to individual Members of the Senate as
well, and I think we should try to accom-
modate ourselves, in all fairness, to the
differences of conviction which occur
among us. There are Members of the
Senate who have said to me, “I would go
along with the committee bill if it had
this section or that section out of it, but
I cannot support it in its present omni-
bus form.”

Of course, each one of us naturally
evaluates some proposed reforms more
highly than others of us do. I think that
the most important thing the Eightieth
Congress could do, as a first step, would
be to take action which would result in
the passage of legislation amending the
Wagner Act. I do not say this in any
spirit of wishing to deprecate other por-
tions of the bill reported by the com-
mittee, but I take this position, I sup-
pose, because it is a point which I have
made over and over again for a long time
before many different groups—manage-
ment groups, labor groups, and public
groups. I have been saying, for years,
subject to great criticism from some
sources, that I think the Wagner Act
needs to be amended in the direction of
equalizing its effects upon both employ-
ers and unions. I have said, in the face
of strenuous labor opposition, for a num-
ber of years—and this is a matter of
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record—that the Wagner Act cannot pos-
sibly be fair until the rules are applied
equally to both teams, so to speak, which
are engaged in the game of industrial
competition.

Mr, President, in title I of the bill be-
fore us it has been possible to Incorporate
many of the amendments to the Wagner
Act which I have favored for a great
many years. I should like to see all my
colleagues in the Senate have a chance
to vote on that title, as separate and
distinet from the other titles of the bill.
I believe that if they have a chance to
vote on that title, title I, separately, in
the form of a separate bill, it will pass
the Senate by a surprisingly large major-
ity vote, because, Mr. President, as I have
circulated among my colleagues and have
discussed title I, I have been pleased with
the number of Senators who have said,
“While it is not just the way I would have
it in all respects, yet I must confess that
you have brought from the committee a
better set of proposals for amendments
to the Wagner Act than I ever thought
would be reported by the committee.”

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President, was the
Senator from Oregon here when the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr.
Perprer] tore fitle I to pieces in his ad-
dress today?

Mr. MORSE. I did not hear him tear
it to pieces; I heard him speak of fitle I,
and I think it stands in its totality, un-
impaired by anything the Senator from
Florida said about it. I think it will stand
all the tests which may be applied to it.
I do not say that all my colleagues think
that title I is a good title, but I will say
that I think that if title I were put into
a separate bill, it would pass the Senate
by a very large majority.

I think that would be a very healthy
thing for labor relations. I think it
would be a very constructive action. I
think that in the long run labor would
like to go along with the proposals we are
making for equalizing the Wagner Act so
as to serve the best interests of labor and
employers as well.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Oregon care to take up
the unanimous-consent request at this
time? <

Mr. MORSE. I am almost through,
and I should like to have it taken up at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.

Mr. MORSE. No; I do not decline to
yield. I merely told the Senator from
Nebraska that I would take up at the end
of my remarks the consent proposal he
and I have discussed.

I wish to say, Mr. President, that I
think title II of the bill should be voted
upon by the Senate in a separate bill.
I think it is a very sound title, proposed
originally, in most of the points, by the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr, Ives]l. I think it is due to the Sen-
ator from New York that I should com-
mend in this way the work he has per-
formed in the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. Here again we found a
man who has some very deep convictions
about the way labor relations should be
handled, who believes that, after all, we
must cling to our voluntary procedure,
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that we must develop to the maximum
extent possible mediation, conciliation,
and voluntary arbitration as the one and
long time, lasting method for the peace-
ful solution of labor disputes. I think
he is absolutely correct. I have enter-
tained similar views for many years.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
York went to work on a bill known as the
Ives hill, seeking to handle the problem
of mediation, conciliation, and arbitra-
tion, and seeking to develop procedure
for the handling of the so-called national
emergency or national paralysis cases.
I think he has done an excellent piece of
work, I was very glad to go along with
the Senator from New York in title II of
the bill, and vote to incorporate it as a
part of the committee bill, when it be-
came perfectly apparent, by a vote of
the committee, that we could not have
separate and distinct bills.

I think the Members of the Senate
should have an opportunity to vote on
that title IT irrespective of their feelings
about title I or title III or title IV, and
I think it is a separable title. As said
yesterday afternoon, we could pass in
the form of separate bills any one of
these titles, and put them on the statute
books, and it would operate without any
dependence upon any of the other titles
of the bill.

True, as the Senator from Ohio said
yesterday, all these titles involve or re-
late to collective bargaining, but the fact
that they relate to collective bargaining
does not mean that they are inseparable;
it does not mean that they cannot be
voted upon as separate bills. In my
judgment, they should be voted upon in
the form of separate bills. The point I
am making is that we should be willing
to accommodate ourselves to the convic-
tion of individual Members of the Senate
on the separate labor issues encompassed
in the omnibus bill we are considering.

I think that wherever possible we
should observe parliamentary courtesy,
We should accommodate each other,
making it possible for us to stand up and
be counted on separable issues, and 1
think the pending bill is one which can
be separated on the basis of separate
issues that will enable us to accommodate
our colleagues.

The last point I wish to make is one
which was made yesterday in regard to
allegations of motives. I am not in-
terested in people’s motives; I am in-
terested in results. I am interested in
securing the passage at this session of
Congress of some labor legislation and
having it signed by the President. Any-
thing we can agree upon and get signed is
a step forward.

I think it is true that, whether we like
it or not, the omnibus bill approach is
going to subject us to a type of criticism
which I should like to avoid. I think it is
going to subject us to the criticism that
we are trying to put the President in the
position of either having to sign a bill
encompassing all these issues, or take
action which will resuit in no legislation
at all. I do not care how one may ra-
tionalige it, I do not care what language
one may use in upholding his position in
this matter, I say the result will be that
the people of the country will say that we
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played politics with the labor issue. I
think we should place labor legislation
above the level of politics in the Eightieth
Congress. I believe we should follow the
procedure which will make possible an
unquestioned nonpartisan approach to
the issues involved.

I submit, Mr, President, that it would
be pretty difficult for anyone to charge
successfully that separating this bill into
its individual titles would involve any
political approach to the problem. I
think that would be the nonpartisan ap-
proach to labor legislation in the
Eightieth Congress. It would not involve
trying to put on the spot anyone in or
out of the Congress or in or out of the
White House. On the contrary, it seems
to me it would recognize that there are
great differences of opinion among us as
to what type of legislation should be
passed, differences of opinion which
never can be reconciled under an omni-
bus bill, but which there is some chance
of reconciling by way of separate bills.
At least the separate approach would
offer the possibility of Members of Con-
gress getfing together on some legisla-
tion which the President would sign.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, does not
the Senator feel that the bill reported by
the committee would be passed by the
Senate by an overwhelming vote, and
that it would not he vetoed by the
President?

Mr. MORSE. I think the bill as re-
ported by the committee, if it were not
changed on the floor of the Senate,
would pass by an overwhelming vote in
the Senate, and while I cannot speak
for the President, I cannot imagine his
vetoing the bill. But I am not very
hopeful that it will be possible to get
the committee bill out of the Senate into
conference without amendments at-
tached to it which many of us cannot
support. I think it is at that point the
difficulty arises in regard to getting any
legislation passed and signed by the
President in the Eightieth Congress. If
anyone could give me any assurance
that the committee bill would be sent
to conference without amendments being
attached to it on the floor of the Senate,
I should be willing then, in the interest
of writing a conscionable compromise
with my colleagues, to withdraw my mo-
tion, but I do not think that is going
to be the result; hence, in the absence
of such an agreement, I intend to press
my motion.

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator from
Oregon will yield for a moment, I re-
gret very much that I must say to him
that I cannot support his motion, be-
cause I think it would be a mistake at
this time to recommit the bill. As the
Senator knows, and as I have previously
said, I felt that the right approach
might be by separate bills, but I have
yielded to the view of iny colleagues that
one bill is better and is easier to handle.
I think we would make progress if we
were willing to lay aside the amend-
ments which have been or which may
be offered, concentrate on the bill as it
has been reported by the committee, pass
it, send it to conference, and await the
result of the conference. Such a course
would avoid a great deal of debate and
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much difficulty, and I had hoped that
that might be done.

The Senator from Oregon suggested—
and I think there is much to be said
for it—that the Members of the Senate
should have a right to pass on the sepa-
rate issues. Senators who are offering
amendments of one kind or another
want to get expressions on them by their
colleagues. Apparently that is the pro=
cedure we are going to follow. We can-
not tell, until the vote is taken, whether
the bill will be passed or not.

I should regret very much, Mr. Presi-
dent, if, because of amendments added
to the bill, we could not present the solid
front we had in the committee and send
the bill to conference with evidence that
there was a large majority of the Senate
behind it.

The conference could then get to-
gether and determine the other issues,
and we might finally get a bill we could
send to the President with the hope and
expectation, since he would know it was
well supported, that he would sign it and
not veto it.

I am entirely in accord with the Sen-
ator from Oregon that politics should be
eliminated. I do not want the President
to be “put on the spot.” I want the Pres-
ident to be given a bill that he can sign.
He wants legislation on this subject;
Senators and Members of the other House
want it, and it is very important for us
and for the American people that legis-
lation be passed that is fair and safe,
on which the President and the Congress
can agree, to relieve the pressure that is
on the country from obvious abuses in
the labor field.

In spite of what the distinguished Sen-
ator from Florida says, there are abuses
that need correction. Everybody knows
that to be so; and it is idle to say that
this bill, if passed, would throw the coun-
try into turmoil and economic distress.
I wish that we could in some way get to-
gether to pass a measure which would
have the support of both Houses, as well
as the support of the President, and
which would remove evils the country is
cerying to have removed.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want
to say two things to the Senator from
New Jersey, and then I will yield to the
Senator from Utah. I appreciate very
much the fair-minded attitude of the
Senator from New Jersey in regard to
the procedure that should be followed,
which he has taken throughout our dis-
cussions.

It is true that the Senator from New
Jersey, as he said, originally favored the
separate-bill approach. When it was de-
cided, as a matter of majority party pol-
icy, that there should be the omnibus
approach, the Senator from New Jersey
took the position that he should go along
with the decision of the policy commit-
tee: and I thoroughly understand the
merits of the Senator’s taking that po-
sition.

I hold a different point of view, because
I think the objective we should be seek-
ing should be given greater weight than
what I consider to be the mistaken pol-
icy, procedurally, followed by the ma-
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jority party in the Senate. I cannot
escape the conclusion that it will result
in no legislation. I cannot go along with
the majority of my colleagues on this
side, when they adopt a procedural policy
which I think will result in no legisla-
tion, so long as I am convinced that, if
we followed a different policy, we would
have a greater chance of getting some
legislation.

There was another point the Senator
from New Jersey mentioned, on which I
want to comment, namely, that it would
be easier to hundle one bill. I do not
think our debate thus far substantiates
that suggestion. In my opinion that is
really an argument of form, without sub-
stance, because, if my motion is agreed
to and the committee brings back four
bills, the four bills, as the debate pro-
ceeds, will be discussed at one and the
same time. There is no doubt about the
fact that, as we discuss labor legislation,
we shall be discussing each one of the
four bills. When we come to a vote, we
shall vote on them as separate bills, and
we shall vote on separate amendments to
the individual bills. I think hat when
the smoke of debate clears away, we
shall find that at least some of the sep-
arate bills will be in a form that will be
practically assured of Presidential sig-
nature, and that will result in legislation.
If I am wrong in the premises, then of
course my whole argument falls, but I
can only be proved wrong on it if we
try that procedure to see whether or not
it works: and I fully believe it will work.
Of course, the Senator from New Jersey
can be proved wrong in his theory only
if we follow the omnibus-hill approach
and it results in a veto, as I fully expect
it will. So, as individual Senators, we
have to make a choice as to which pro-
cedure we think will best promote the
actual passing and signing of legislation
in the Eightieth Congress.

I am convinced that the procedure I
am proposing will do it, because by the
motion I am now offering, I make it
possible for the House of Representa-
tives, irrespective of its action on the
Hartley bill, to take action on any legis-
lation that we, the Senate, may pass and
send to it. Because of the procedure
made available now by my new motion,
I think I have at least answered, suffi-
ciently to give it a trial, the arguments
of those who say, “But we are met with
the practical situation of a House omni-
bus bill facing us, that must go to con-
ference.” It will not be necessary to go
to conference if we pass separate bills, if
we send those bills to the House and the
House sees fit to take action on them
separately. I want to give the House
that chance. I now yield to the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
1 rise primarily to support the statement
by the Senator from Oregon, but I think
I could support it better if I knew the
content of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

Mr. MORSE. I think I had better
state it now.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr.
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest to the Senator from Oregon the

President, will
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language that has already been formu-
lated by the Parliamentarian.

Mr. MORSE. 1 shall be very glad to
have the Senator from Nebraska state it.

Mr. WHERRY. I ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That on the calendar day of
Wednesday, April 30, 1947, at the hour of 1
o'clock p. m., the Senate proceed to vote,
without further debate, upon the motion of
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg| to re-
commit to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare with certain instructions the
pending bill (8. 1126) to amend the National
Labor Relations Act, to provide additional
facilities for the mediation of labor disputes
affecting commerce, to egualize legal respon-
sibilities of labor organizations and employ-
ers, and for other purposes, and that the
time intervening between the meeting of the
Senate on said day and the hour of 1 o'clock
p. m. be equally divided between the pro-
ponents and opponents of the said motion,
to be controlled, respectively, by the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. MorseE] and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr, Tarr].

Mr. TAFT., Mr. President, are we to
understand this agreement is ofiered by
the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. WHERRY. We will concede that
the unanimous-consent agreement is
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Oregon, who said he would ask that
the language I had prepared be consid-
ered his language in presenting the
unanimous-consent request.

Mr. TAFT. Icanonlysay how pleased
I am that the Senator from Oregon is
willing to present a unanimous-consent
agreement. Certainly I should not and
would not object.

Mr. MORSE. I hope I am convincing
the Senator from Ohio that, after all, I
am g rather reasonable fellow.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MORSE. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I might add that the
distinguished Senator from Oregon has
been most reasonable. We have worked
together on this matter. My only rea-
son for suggesting the language was that
the Parliamentarian had draffed it, and
I felt it would be acceptable to the
Senate.

* Mr. BREWSTER. There is no sugges-
tion of reciprocal trading here, is there?

Mr.. WHERRY. No; none whatever.

Mr. MORSE. We will let future
events take care of that. I merely
wanted to point out, Mr. President, that
this involves solely a procedural matter.
After all, we are either going to have a
recommittal or we are not. I do not
think there is much left in the way of
substantive debate on the matter. . We
must choose our procedure, and I think
the record is very clear that on purely
procedural matters I usually go along
with any fair unanimous-consent agree-
ment.. It is only when an effort is made
to get me to agree to a unanimous-con-
sent request that ends debate on what
I consider to be an issue of great mement,
when there is still ample need for full
debate, that I do not go along; and of
course, I shall not go along in the future
with any such proposal, until I think
the debate has been properly exhausted.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement?

Mr. LUCAS. On what date does the
proposed agreement become effective?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed unanimous-consent agreement
provides that on the calendar day of
Wednesday, April 30, at 1 o’clock p. m.,
the Senate proceed to vote, without fur-
ther debate, upon the motion of the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] to recom-
mit to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, with certain instructions,
the pending bill, S. 1126, and that the
time intervening between the meeting of
the Senate on said day—it has already
been announced, as the Chair under-
stands, that the Senate will meet fo-
morrow at 11 o’clock a. m.—and the hour
of 1 o’clock p. m., be equally divided be-
tween the proponents and opponents of
said motion, to be controlled respectively,
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MorsE]
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl.

Mr. LUCAS. Am I to understand that
that means that the Senate will vote
definitely at 1 o’clock, but not before?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 1
o'clock. as proposed in the unanimous-
consent agreement,

Is there objection fo the proposed
unanimous-consent  agreement? The
Chsair hears none, and the unanimous-
consent agreement is entered into.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, I may
add that the Senate not only will con-
vene tomorrow at 11 o’clock, but will con-
vene at 11 o’clock on the following days
of this week when the Senate is in ses-
sion, and that there will not be a night
session of the Senate on Wednesday
night, as was contemplated in the event
the Senate did not proceed with the bill
as fast as was thought necessary. So
Members of the Senate should be ad-
vised that there will be no night session
held on Wednesday, but that the Sen-
ate will convene at 11 o'clock for the
remaining days of this week when the
Senate is in session. Furthermore, it is
not contemplated at this time that a
session will be held on Saturday.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, am I to
understand that the Senator from Ne-
braska is now telling the Senate that the
Senate will meet every morning during
the remainder of this week at 11 o’clock,
without having the Senate pass on that
question?

Mr. WHERRY. 1 can ask unanimous
consent, if the Senator wants me to do so.

Mr. LUCAS. 1 was under the impres-
sion that the Senator was now telling
the Senate that the Senate would con-
vene tomorrow at 11 o'clock a. m.

Mr. WHERRY. Very well, I will make
a motion. Does the Senator from Ore-
gon yield to me for that purpose?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr, WHERRY. I move that the Sen-
ate convene at 11 o'clock a. m. during
the remaining days of this week on the
days when the Senate is in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Nebraska,

Mr. LUCAS. I know that the Senator
can have his motion agreed to. I think,
however, the proper procedure would be
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to make the motion at the appropriate
time.

Mr. WHERRY. I had expected to
make the motion at the conclusion of
today’s session, but I felt that an an-
nouncement should be made at this time
so0 Senators would be advised of what
was contemplated with respect to the
hour of meeting during the remainder of
the week.

Mr. LUCAS. I know the able Senator
from Nebraska has the majority on his
side of the aisle so the motion will pre-
vail, but I want him to know that he
should not completely ignore the minor-
ity on o proposition of this kind.

Mr. WHERRY. I can assure the Sen-
ator that the minority will not be ignored.
The Senator from Illinois is active and
alert in seeing to it that the majority
shall not be ignored.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I
turn to another topic I am about to con=
clude my comments in support of my
motion by saying that I think one of the
best evidences we on both sides of the
aisle could give to the American people
that we are seeking to make a truly non-
partisan approach to the subject, which
it nas a right to have, and that we are
lifted above the level of politics, would be
to carry out the suggestion I made yes-
terday, namely, that after we agree on
procedure tomorrow, whether it is by way
of omnibus bill or separate bills, a bipar-
tisan committee of the Senate sit down
and confer in an informal and friendly
fashion with the President in regard to
the whole problem of labor legislation,
and see if there can be obtained some in-
dication, one way or the other, of what
the President’s position will be. I think
we have the right to know how far the
President will go along in the passage of
legislation at this session of Congress,
and I think he in turn has the right to
have such a consultation with us, so that
there can be a mutual exchange of points
of view concerning labor legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Oregon will suspend for a
moment, the Chair understood the Sen-
ator from Oregon to yield to the Sena-
tor from Nebraska to permit him to make
a motion with reference to the time of
convening of the Senate for the remain-
der of the week. Does the Senator from
Nebraska wish to press that motion at
this time?

Mr. WHERRY. I withdraw that mo-
tion. I will offer it at the conclusion of
the executive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion made by the Senator from Nebraska
is withdrawn at this time.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sin-
cerely hope that before we go forward
with votes on the merits of proposed
amendments and the committee-re-
ported bill, that such a consultation with
the President as I have suggested will be
held. I do not think that such a con-
sultation in any way would set a bad
precedent; in fact, I think it would be a
good precedent. Nor do I think it would
in any way sacrifice any of the pre-
rogatives of the Senate of the United
States. Rather, I think it would be a
clear demonstration, since we are con-
fronted with the situation of having a
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Congress of one party and a Chief
Executive of another party, that the
statement was sincerely made when at
the beginning of the Eightieth Congress
our leaders said in effect that they were
willing to cooperate with the President
on legislative problems, and would give
him an opportunity to act on his expres-
sion of a desire to cooperate with the
Congress.

EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE RELATIONS IN THE

SHIPBUILDING AND SHIP-REPAIR INDUSTRY

Now, Mr. President, I turn my atten-
tion to an entirely different subject, but
one still somewhat related to the labor
issues pending before the Congress. I
turn my attention now for a few minutes
to the problem of employer and em-
ployee relations in the shipbuilding and
ship-repair industry. It is so easy for us,
as we become engrossed in the problems
of labor legislation, to forget that, after
all, sound labor relations must rest upon
parties to collective-bargaining agree-
ments keeping their word under such
agreements. As I said before, we cannot
legislate good faith. We cannot legislate
a willingness into the hearts of men to
bargain collectively in good faith.

We hear a great many charges made
about breaches of contract and breaches
of agreement on the part of the union.
There have been some. To the extent
that there have been any, there have
been too many, although I think any
statistical analysis of the subject of
breaches of contract by unions will pro-
duce the surprising finding that they are
few and far between; that a great ma-
Jjority of union contracts are lived up to
by the workers and by the employers.
There are exceptions, and in order to
provide for the exceptions two proce-
dures are provided for in the bill as re-
ported by the committee.

One procedure is found in the title
which permits, of course, suits by em-
ployers against unions for breach of con-
tract. That is subject to a great deal of
criticism on the part of unions. I do not
think the criticism is well founded, be-
cause in my opinion, when union officials
sign a labor contract, their signature
ought to be given the same sanctity and
the came effect as the signature of an
employer. So I am going along with the
proposal for legislation which permits
suits for breach of contract against
unions. I think a careful reading by
labor leaders of the particular proposal
contained in the bill will dispel their
min s of many of the exaggerated fears
they seem to entertain. But, be that as
it may, I think it is only fair and proper
that when unions damage the property
rights of employers or third parties as
the result of breaches of contract, they
should be held responsible for the obliga-
tion they took unto themselves when they
signed the contract. However, I think
it is also clear that most employers rec-
ognize that they do not build up harmo-
nious labor relations by taking their
workers into court. Litigation by way of
court, action is no solution to labor diffi-
culties, and is not helpful in most in-
stances in producing harmonious rela-
tions between employer and employee,
We can take notice of that fact in re-
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gard to suits in our courts between ordi-
nary plaintiffis and defendants. I have
yet to see very many plaintiffs or de-
fendants, after they have lost a case,
wish to carry on friendly relations there-
after with the winner of the case, Hence
most employers tell us that they do not
want to sue unions for breach of con-
tract, because they must live with the
unions and with the workers. Perhaps
it is a legal remedy that ought to be made
available to them in order to meet an
intolerable situation which may develop,
but they prefer another approach. They
poefer an approach which would make
breaches of contract an unfair labor
practice. So in title I of the pending
bill we make it possible for an employer
to go before the National Labor Relations
Board on petition and make his allega-
tions as to the failure on the part of the
union to live up to the obligations which
it assumed when it signed the contract.

What are some typical breaches?
Many contracts call for grievance ma-
chinery. It is agreed that instead of
“guickie” strikes or economic action on
the job, both parties will go through
an agreed-upon grievance procedure.
There are instances, as was pointed out
to us in the hearings, of unions, when
they think it is to their advantage, ignor-
ing the grievance procedure; and when
the employer points out to them that
they are committed under the contract
not to strike, but to submit the matter
to the grievance procedure, ending ulti-
mately in voluntary arbitration, there
are occasions when the unions say, “Yes;
we agreed to that, but we are not going
to follow it, and so what?" That has
brought certain unions into disrepute.
It has done a great deal of injury to
good unions which keep their word.

I think it is only fair to provide pro-
cedure in the bill which will make it pos-
sible for employers to prove their case
against a union which engages in such
an unfair labor practice, and obtain the
remedies provided in the bill. I prefer
that procedure. I believe that one of
the sound features of the bill is that it
provides a dual procedure. It makes it
possible for employers to use the unfair
labor practice procedure, which is also
available to unions, in case of a vicla-
tion of contract on the part of employ-
ers. In other words, it balances the act.
It applies the same rule to both teams.

I should like to make clear in this dis-
cussion this afternoon that there are also
many instances of employers not living
up to their obligations under a contract.
I have arbitrated a good many labor
disputes in my professional career, and
in a considerable number of disputes I
have found the employers acting in vio-
lation of their contracts and have had
to so hold in my decision, as I have done
in the case of unions when they have
not lived up to the contracts made over
their signatures. I have dealt with
employers who have at least lived up to
their agreement to arbitrate the question
as to whether or not they were in viola-
tion of their contracts.

However, in recent days I have been
discussing with Mr. John Green, presi-
dent of one of the maritime trade unions,
a very serious situation which seems to
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be developing in the shipbuilding and
ship-repair industry. I presume that
in most of these disputes there are two
sides to the case. However, I wish to
place in the Recorp this afternoon what
I am satisfled has been the history of
the so-called zone-standards agreement
which was adopted during the war,
covering wage stabilization in the ship-
building industry. I wish to place it in
the REcorp because I am of the opinion
that we are headed for serious trouble in
the shipbuilding industry unless the em-
ployers and workers can get together in
carrying out their obligations under the
zone-standards agreement.

Since 1941 the shipbuilding and ship-
repair industry has been functioning
under a tripartite agreement between in-
dustry, labor, and Government, known
as the Zone Standards, administered by
the Shipbuilding Stabilization Commit-
tee. It is of great moment and concern
to the east coast, the Gulf, the west
coast, and the Lakes.

At present this agreement is under the
danger of being unilaterally abrogated
by the employers. I understand that
management has failed to have a quorum
of its representatives present at the last
two meetings of the Shipbuilding Sta-
bilization Committee.

It seems that management, by thus
obstructing the business of the Ship-
building Stabilization Committee, is not
abiding by the terms of a tripartite
agreement to which the Government is
signatory, and which is still in full force
and effect.

The story of shipbuilding stabilization
in the United States is one of the little-
known stories of good labor relations in
the past. The story of shipbuilding sta=
bilization in the future, because of the
refusal of management to abide by its
word, and because of the failure of the
Government to live up to the sanctions
which could be imposed upon a recalei-
trant party, may become a better-known
story of bad labor relations, if the em=-
ployers and the workers engaged in this
industry do not proceed to get together
on their problems short of economic
action.

The story of shipbuilding stabilization
begins in 1940, at which time Mr. Sidney
Hillman, at that time commissioner in
charge of the Labor Division of the Na-
tional Defense Advisory Commission—
subsequently appointed associate direc-
tor general of the Office of Production
Management—announced the creation
of the Shipbuilding Stabilization Com-
mittee, composed of representatives of
labor, the shipbuilding industry, the
United States Navy, the United States
Maritime Commission, and the OFM.

The shipbuilding industry group which
met to formulate a policy for the Ship-
building Stabilization Committee was
truly representative of the views of man-
agement, because the 21 members pres-
ent represented 42 yards employing at
least 90 percent of the workers in the
industry. It cannot be said that man-
agement was forced into its participa-
tion in the shipbuilding stabilization
agreements. All of the parties agreed
that the zone standards agreements were
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to be formulated by national zonal con-
ferences in four zones, and were to be
arrived at by a process of collective bar-
gaining resulting in unanimous concur-
rence with the provisions of the agree-
ments. That was the agreement result-
ing in unanimous concurrence with the
provisions of the zone standards agree-
ment.

The first zone standards agreement
to be negotiated was one covering all
shipyards doing new construction work
on the Pacific coast. The Bethlehem
Steel Co., shipbuilding division, declined
to participate in the conference to form-
ulate the agreement on this coast, but
declared its willingness to abide by the
working standards agreed upon by the
conference.

The Senate will recall that it was in
1945 that we had a wage differential
problem involving repair yards, when I
spoke at some length on the shipbuilding
labor relations on the west coast. We
worked out at that time, to the credit of
the workers and of the shipping con-
cerns, a satisfactory solution of that
problem. I am hopeful that here, again,
the shipbuilders and the unions may
reach some agreement as to their re-
spective equities. Apparently both sides
are taking somewhat extreme positions
and the problem is one of ironing out
the respective equities of the parties as
they have developed under the Zzone
standard agreement.

The agreement drawn up on the
Pacific coast was submitted to the prin-
cipals and reviewed and accepted by
them, including management, the pro-
curement agencies representing Govern-
ment, and labor. This Pacific Zone
standards agreement merely set general
principles. In this Pacific conference at
the first session only labor and manage-
ment were active conferees. In all other
sessions and conferences, the Govern-
ment took an active part.

The Pacific coast zone conference fin-
ished formulation of the zone standards
on April 21, 1941, The three remaining
gone conferences were held as scheduled
for the Gulf coast, the Atlantic coast, and
the Great Lakes. The Guilf coast zone
standards agreement was more detailed
than those of the other zones, because
both the employers and the union repre-
sentatives on the Gulf coast wanted to
incorporate the zone standards bodily
into local agreements rather than to
translate general working conditions into
specific clauses.

All four zone standards agreements set
the following types of working condi-
fions: Standard skilled mechanics’ rate
on all zones but the Gulf, $1.12. Guif
zone, $1.07. Overtime rates. Night shift
premium. No sirike and no lock-out
pledge. Agreement on arbitration for all
disputes. A provision against limitation
on production. A duration clause.

The zone standards were not local col-
lective bargaining agreements. The pro-
visions of the zone standards agreements
were incorporated into the local agree-
ments, sometimes in toto and sometimes
by reference. They were zonal agree-
ments between management, Govern-
ment, and labor.
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It was felt that the shipbuilding sta-
bilization committee alone, under whose
auspices the zone conferences were called,
would have the power to interpret the
zone standards.

In 1942 the shipbuilding stabilization
committee was revised. Industry evinced
a desire to have 12 representatives in-
stead of 6—industry acted through the
National Council of American Shipbuild-
ers—and later it again increased repre-
sentation. The Government added 2
representatives of the War Department.

In 1842 it was decided that the four
zone stabilization agreements required
amendment and a national shipbuilders’
conference was held in Chicago on April
27, to draw up amendments to the zone
standards. These amendments were
adopted by unanimous consent of the
Army, the Navy, the Maritime Commis-
sion, and the War Production Board,
representing the Government, by the
Metal Trades Department of the A. F. of
L., and the Industrial Union of Marine
and Shipbuilding Workers of America, of
the CIO, representing labor, and by the
various shipbuilding corporations repre-
senting industry. These amendments
provided two things which are germane
today:

First. The holding of a yearly wage
review under a procedure to be developed
by the shipbuilding stabilization com-
mitiee.

Second. The zone standards agree-
ments were to apply for the duration of
the national emergency, as proclaimed
by the President of the United States.

Thus the only way, under the zone-
standards agreements, that wages could
be altered in the shipbuilding industry
was by a wage review held by Govern-
ment, management, and labor, and
which was to apply to all shipyards cov-
ered by the zone standards in the United
States.

Because of the issuance on October 3,
1942, of Executive Order 9250, the wage
reviews of 1943 and 1944 as outlined by
the Chicago amendments to the zone-
standard agreements were held by the
National War Labor Board. The wage
review for 1845 was held by the National
Shipbuilding Conference in Colorado
Springs, where an 18-cents-per-hour in-
crease was granted by majority vote of
Government and labor, with manage-
ment dissenting. However, all parties to
the Colorado national conference agreed
that the zone standards themselves could
only be amended by unanimous consent.

Since the 1945 wage review had been
postponed until December, it was felt by
the stabilization committee that to hold
the 1946 wage review at the customary
time—in June—would be meaningless.
Therefore, the stabilization committee
voted to hold the 1946 wage review in
January of 1847. The shipbuilding
workers still have an equity in the 1946
wage review, which has not yet been
held. Even if the national emergency
were declared at an end by the President
of the United States or by joint reso-
lution of Congress, the equity of the
workers in the 1946 wage review to be
conducted under the euspices of the
shipbuilding stabilization committee
would still remain, and the review, ac-
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cording to the promise of the committee,
would still have to be held.

Since the wage review of 1945, man-
agement has been taking the attitude
that the zone-standards agreements
should be done away with, even prior to
the end of the national emergency.

Perhaps it should be, Mr. President,
but the point I want to stress is that they
ought to sit down and negotiate by col-
lective bargaining about it, because I
think that is the obligation to which they
have committed themselves, Asa matter
of fact, eight management members of
the Shipbuilding Stabilization Committee
have submitted their resignations to this
committee. Management does not want
to abide by its agreement of 1941 and
1942. It is trying unilaterally to dissolve
its collective-bargaining contract. Labor
takes the position that management can-
not be allowed unilaterally to dissolve a
collective-bargaining agreement, even
though such agreement be national in its
scope. The unions take the position that
management must abide by its contract
and by its pledged word.

The termination of the zone standards
agreements was set by the Chicago
amendment to such agreements at the
end of the national emergency. This ter-
mination date can be changed only by the
unanimous consent of all parties, because
to change this date would be amending
the zone standards. Moreover, to change
paruicipation in the 2zone standards
agreements can be done only by unani-
mous consent, because it would, in effect,
be amending these standards.

Perhaps they should not have entered
into that agreement. Many people have
been before me in arbitration cases by
agreement and have argued that they en-
tered into a bad agreement, an agree-
ment which was working to their disad-
vantage. I do not know whether this is
or is not working to the disadvantage of
the employer, but the fact that they may
have enterec into an agreement which
they do not now like does not justify, it
seems tc me, their seeking to change it
except through the processes of collective
bargaining to which they have committed
themselves.

Thus, one party cannot withdraw
without the consent of the other two.
The termination date of the Zone Stand-
ards Agreements cannot be changed ex-
cept by the unanimous consent of the
parties.

During the wage review of 1945, the
Government procurement agencies indi~
cated their desire to withdraw from par-
ticipation in the national conference, al-
though promising to recognize the force
and effect of the Zone Standards Agree-
ments. I do not think, in this connec-
tion, that the Government agencies have
absolutely clean hands either. I think
that is another matter which ought to be
looked into in an attempt to avoid a
break-down in successful collective bar-
gaining between and among the parties
involved in this arrangement.

Both management and labor refused
to allow a party to the Zone Standards
to withdraw without unanimous consent,
and would not give the Government
agencies consent to withdraw,
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Management has attempted to stop
the working of the Shipbuilding Stabili-
zatieon Committee itself by refusing to
have a quorum present at the last two
meetings of the committee. This is an
indirect method of single-handed and
arbitrary elimination of responsibility
under the collective agreements.

Mr. John Green, president of the In-
dustrial Union of Marine and Shipbuild-
ing Workers of America, assures me that
he has always taken the position that
the Zone Standards Agreements and the
Stabilization Committee should be con-
tinued aiter the termination of the state
of national emergency, as proclaimed by
the President of the United States. The
other two parties to the Zone Standards
Agreements, namely, management and
Government, have refused to agree to
the proposal to extend the termination
date of the Zone Standards Agreements.
In turn, they cannot shorten or abridge
the termination date of the Zone Stand-
ards Agreements without unanimous con-
sent, nor can they destroy the previous
action of the Shipbuilding Stabilization
Committee setting the 1946 wage review
date for January 1947 without destroy-
ing the eflectiveness of the Zone Stand-
ards Agreements,

Even when the President of the United
States abolished all wage and salary con-
trols, he recognized the equity of labor in
awards and gains previously granted by
the wage and salary stabilization bodies.

The shipbuilding workers have such
an equity in the 1946 wage review. It is
this equity to which I seek to draw at-
tention this afternoon. It should not
be destroyed.

In my judgment it cannot be destroyed
without a complete abrogation of the tri-
partite-collective agreement,

The amendments to the zone stand-
ards agreements adopted at Chicago,
specifically stated the following with re-
gard to the wage review:

The rates herein established and put into
effect shall remain in effect until June 1,
1943, on or about which date a wage review
shall be conducted under procedures to be
developed by the shipbullding stabilization
committee and thereafter annually on or
about June 1, a like review will be conducted
by that committee.

The management by refusing to allow
a quorum of its representation to be pres-
ent at the last two meetings of the
stabilization committee, and thus ob-
structing the conduct of the wage review,
is not abiding by the terms of its con-
tract, which is still in full force and
effect. At least, Mr. President, that is
the allegation of the union, and I think
that allegation should be appraised and
considered in negotiations entered into
in good faith by all parties to the agree-
ment.

The record of the shipbuilding i dus-
try has been a most impressive one.
Since 1941 there ha’e been no major
strikes in that industry. Mr. President,
that is a remarkable record. It is a rec-
ord for which I think all the ma: time
unions, irrespective of their affiliations,
deserve a great deal of credit.

Because of the operation of the zone
standards, the shipbuilding industry was
one of the few to avert a strike in 19486,
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even though the employers in this in-
dustry are the same in many cases as
those in the steel industry, such as
United States Steel Corp. and Bethlehem
Steel Corp. Because of the operation of
the zone standards, the wage increase
granted in 1946 was attained peacefully,
through the national conference to
conduct the wage review of 1945.

Postponement of the 1946 wage re-
view until on or about January 1, 1847,
was made on a motion by Mr. Edward
J, Tracey of the United States Maritime
Commission, and it was seconded by
Capt. Harold J. Wright of the United
States Navy. That motion even did
away with retroactivity of wages prior
to January 1, 1947.

In a letter addressed to the President
of the United States, John Grecn, presi-
dent of the Industrial Union of Marine
& Shipbuilding Workers of America,
stated:

Before the zone-standards agreements can
be terminated and the Shipbuilding Stabili-
gation Committee can be dissolved, all obli-
gations undertaken under such agreements
must be fulfilled.

This is & clear case in which the United
States Government must show its impar-
tiality and falrness. The motion on the
basis of which the 1946 wage review was
postponed was made and seconded by the
representatives of the Government of the
United States.

In this case the entire American sense of
fair play demands that the Government live
up to the sense of, and obligations under, its
contract and use its utmost influence to per-
suade Industry to do the same.

I hope, Mr. President; that you will give
this situation your serious and considered
attention. The sanctity of any agreement
to which the Government is a party is not
a matter which should be threatened by any
single, self-seeking group.

In its consideration of labor legisla-
tion, the Senate of the United States and
the House of Representatives have been
taking the attitude that labor must be
forced to live up to its just obligations.
I think that is a proper attitude for us
to take.

Here is a case in which labor claims
it has lived up to its just obligations,
and I think the record supports its
claim. The union which is involved has
engaged in a major battle to save the
very industry in which it is working, and
to save the American merchant marine,
Within the past few months, we have all
had on our desks the pamphlets and
books of this union on the serious prob-
lem faced by the American merchant
marine. What is management doing in
this case? To all intents and purposes,
management is forcing the union into a
situation where it must either, first,
allow management to abrogate a tripar-
tite agreement which has been signed
and approved by the Government of the
United States; or, second, strike. I do
not think there is any justification for
provocation of a strike because of any
failure of management to live up to its
agreements. I do not think there is any
justifieation for a union to strike before
it has carried out the terms of its col-
lective-bargaining commitments. In
this case, the union claims—and I think
it has made out & prima facie case—
that it has lived up to its obligations, and
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that the party that is in error insofar as
not living up to the collective-bargaining
agreement is concerned, happens to be,
in this instance, the employer.

The procurement agencies of the Gov-
ernment have the power to request that
the shipbuilding corporations of the
United States live up to their agree-
ments. That has not been done.

The union is not asking that manage-
ment even grant a wage increase; the
union has simply been asking for the
possibility of bargaining for a wage in-
crease. In view of the legislation that
the House of Representatives and the
Senate of the United States are think-
ing of, to compel labor to live up to its
just obligaticns—and not only am: I sup-
porting such legislation, but I have pro-
posed some of it—it seems to me that
it is extremely necessary that such legis-
lation take note of the refusal of man-
agtment in some cases to live up to its
Just obligations, even when those obliga-~
tions have been incurred under a sol-
emn contract entered into with labor and
the Government of the United States.

Hence, Mr. President, in closing my
discussion of this question, I wish to
make two points: First, I sincerely hope
that the shipbuilders of the United
States who are involved in these Zone
Standards agreements will reflect upon
the course of action they are following
in not making it possible even to have
a quorum present at the committee
meetings, so that they can thrash out in
good faith the collective-bargaining dif-
ferences which exist between and among
the Government, the union, and the ship-
builders; and, second, I think we need
to keep in mind, as we consider legisla-
tion which seeks to enforce the contract
obligations on the part of both unions
and employers, that sometimes employ-
ers, too, are guilty of contract violations,
thus providing all the more reason, it
seems to me, why we should balance the
Wagner Act with procedure which will
make it possible to hold both employers
and unions guilty of an unfair-labor
practice when they violate the sanctity
of their signatures affixed to a collective-
bargaining agreement.

EXEMPTION OF EMPLOYERS FROM LIA-
BILITY FOR PORTAL -TO - PORTAL
WAGES IN CERTAIN CASES—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. WILEY submitted the following
conference report, which was ordered to
lie on the table:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
2157) to define and limit the jurisdiction of
the courts, to regulate actions arising under
certain laws of the United States, and for
other purposes. having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the text of the bill and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: In lleu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by the
Senate amendment insert the follewing:

“PART I
“Pindings and policy

“Section 1. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
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as amended, has been interpreted judicially
in disregard of long-established customs,
practices, and contracts between employers
and employees, thereby creating wholly un-
expected liabilities, immense in amount and
retroactive in operation, upon employers with
the results that, if sald Act as so interpreted
or claims arising under such interpretations
were permitted to stand, (1) the payment
of such liabilitles would bring about financial
ruin of many employers and seriously im-
pair the capital resources of many others,
thereby resulting in the reduction of indus-
trial operations, halting of expansion and
development, curtailing employment, and the
earning power of employees; (2) the credit
of many employers would be geriously im-
paired; (3) there would be created both an
extended and continuous uncertzinty on the
part of industry, both employer and em-
ployee, as to the financial condition of pro-
ductive establishments and a gross inequality
of competitive conditions between employers
and between industries; (4) employees would
recelve windfall payments, including ligquyi-
dated damages, of sums for activities per-
formed by them without any expectation of
reward beyond that included in their agreed
rates of pay; (5) there would occur the pro-
motion of increasing demands for payment
to employees for engaging in activities no
compensation for which had been contem-
plated by elther the employer or employee at
the time they were engaged In; (6) voluntary
collective bargaining would be interfered
with and industrial disputes between em-
ployees and employers and between employ-
ees and employees would be created; (7)
the courts of the country would be burdened
with excessive and needless litigation and
champertous practices would be encouraged;
(8) the Public Treasury would be deprived
of large sums of revenues and public finances
would be serlously deranged by claims
against the Public Treasury for refunds of
taxes already paid; (9) the cost to the Gov-
emmment of goods and services heretofore
and hereafter purchased by its various de-
partments and agencies would be unreason-
ably increased and the Public Treasury would
be serfously affected by consequent increased
cost of war contracts; and (10) serlous and
edverse effects Upon the revenues of Federal,
State, and local governments would occur.

“The Congress further finds that all of
the foregoing constitutes a substantial bur-
den on commerce and a substantial obstruc-
tion to the free flow of goods in commerce.

““The Congress, therefore, further finds and
declares that it is in the national public
interest and for the general welfare, essen-
tial to national defense, and necessary to
aid, protect, and foster commerce, that this
Act be enacted,

“The Congress further finds that the vary-
ing and extended periods of time for which,
under the laws of the several States, poten-
tial retroactive liability may be imposed upon
employers, have given and will give rise to
great difficulties in the sound and orderly
conduct of business and Industry.

“The Congress further finds and declares
that all of the results which have arisen or
may arise under the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, as amended, as aforesaid, may
(except as to llability for liguidated dam-
ages) arise with respect to the Walsh-Healey
and Bacon-Davis Acts and that it Is, there-
fore, in the national public interest and for
the general welfare, essential to national
defense, and necessary to aid, protect, and
foster commerce, that this Act shall apply to
the Walsh-Healey Act and the Bacon-Davis
Act.

*(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy
of the Congress in order to meet the exist-
ing emergency and to correct existing evils
(1) to relieve and protect interstate com-
merce from practices which burden and ob-
struct it; (2) to protect the right of collective
bargaining; and (3) to define and limit the
Jurisdiction of the courts,
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“PART 1T
“Ezisting claims

“Sec. 2. RELIEr FroM CERTAIN EXISTING
Cramvs UNDER THE Fam LABOR STANDARDS ACT
oF 1938,-A8 AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY ACT,
AND THE Bacon-Davis AcT.—

“(a) No employer shall be subject to any
liability or punishment under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1038, as amended, the
Walsh-Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act
(In any action or proceeding commenced
prior to or on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act), on account of the failure
of such employer to pay an employee mini-
mum wages, or to pay an employee overtime
compensation, for or on account of any
actlvity of an employee engaged in prior
to the date of the enactment of this Act,
except an activity which was compensable
by either—

“(1) an express provision of a written or
nonwritten coniract in effect, at the time
of such activity, between such employee, his
agent, or collective-bargaining representative
and his employer; or

“(2) a custom or practice in effect, at the
time of such activity, at the establishment
or other place where such employee was em=
ployed, covering such activity, not incon-
sistent with a written or nonwritten con=-
tract, in effect at the time of such activity,
between such employee, his agent, or collec-
tive-bargaining representative and his em-
ployer.

*“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a),
an activity shall be considered as compen-
sable under such contract provision or such
custom or practice only when it was engaged
in during the portion of the day with respect
to which it was so made compensable.

*“(¢) In the application of the minimum
wage and overtime compensation provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1638, as
amended, of the Walsh-Healey Act, or of the
Bacon-Davis Act, in determining the time for
which an employer employed an employee
there shall be counted all that time, but only
that time, during which the employee en-
gaged in activities which were compensable
within the meaning of subsections (a) and
(b) of this section.

“(d) No court of the United States, of any
State, Territory, or possession of the United
States, or of the District of Columbia, shall
have jurisdiction of any action or proceeding,
whether instituted prior to or on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act, to
enforce liability or impose punishment for
or on account of the fallure of the employer
to pay minimum wages or overtime compen-
sation under the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, under the Walsh-Healey
Act, or under the Bacon-Davis Act, to the
extent that such action or proceeding seeks
to enforce any liability or impose any pun-
ishment with respect to an activity which
was not compensable under subsections (a)
and (b) of this section.

*“{e) No cause of action based on unpald
minimum wages, unpaid overtime compen-
sation, or liguidated damages, under the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended,
the Walsh-Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis
Act, which accrued prior to the date of the
enactment of this Act, or any interest in
such cause of action, shall hereafter be as-
signable, in whole or In part, to the extent
that such cause of action is based on an
activity which was not compensable within
the meaning of subsections (a) and (b).

“SEc. 3. COMPROMISE OF CERTAIN EXISTING
Crarvs UNpER THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
Acrt or 1938, As AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY
ACT, AND THE BACON-DAVIS ACT.—

“(a) Any cause of action under the Fair
Labor Btandards Act of 1038, as amended,
the Walsh-Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis
Act, which accrued prior to the date of the
enactment of this Act, or any action
(whether instituted prior to or on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act) to
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enforce such a cause of actlon, may here-
after be compromised in whole or in part,
if there exists a bona fide dispute as %o the
amount payable by the employer to his em-
ployee; except that no such action or cause
of action may be so compromised to the ex-
tent that such compromise is based on an
hourly wage rate less than the minimum
required under such Act, or on a payment
for overtime at a rate less than one and
one-half times such minimum hourly wage
rate.

“{b) Any employee may hereafter waive
his right under the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, as amended, to liquidated dam-
ages, in whole or in part, with respect to
activities engaged in prior to the date of the
enactment of this Act.

“(c) Any such compromise or waiver, in
the absence of fraud or duress, shall, accord-
ing to the terms therect, be a complete satis-
faction of such cause of action and a com-
plete bar to any action based on such cause
of action,

*(d) The provisions of this section shall
also be applicable to any compromise or
waiver heretofore gso made or glven.

“(e) As used in this section, the term
‘compromise’ Includes ‘adjustment’, ‘settle-
ment', and ‘release’,

“PART IIX
“Future claims

“Sgc, 4, RELIEF FroM CERTAIN FUTURE
Cramvs UNDER THE FAIR LAEOR STANDARDS ACT
OF 1938, As AMENDED, THE WALSH-HEALEY ACT,
AND THE BACON-DAVIS ACT.—

“(a) Fxcept as provided in subsection (b),
no employer shall be subject to any liability
or punishment under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1038, as amended, the Walsh-
Healey Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act, on ac-
count of the failure of such employer to
pay an employee minimum wages, or to pay
an employee overtime compensation, for or
on account of any of the following activities
of such employee engagei in on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act—

“{1) walking, riding, or traveling to and
from the actual place of performance of the
principal activity or activities which such
employee is employed to perform, and

“(2) activities which are preliminary to
or postliminary to said principal activity or
activities,
which occur either prior to the time on any
particular workday at which such employee
commences, or subsequent to the time on
any particular workday at which he ceases,
such principal activity or activities.

*“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) which relieve an employer
from liability and punishment with respect
to an activity, the employer shall not be so
relieved if such activity is compensable by
either—

*“(1) an express provision of a written or
nonwritten c¢ontract in effect, at the time
of such activity, between such employee, his
agent, or collective-bargaining representative
and his employer; or

*(2) a custom or practice in effect, at the
time of such activity, at the establishment or
other place where such employee is employed,
covering such activity, not inconsistent with
& written or nonwritten contract, in effect at
the time of such activity, between such em-
ployee, his agent, or collective-bargaining
representative and his employer.

“{c) For the purposes of subsection (b),
an activity shall be considered as compen-
sable under such contract provision or such
custom or practice only when it is engaged in
during the portion of the day with respect to
which it 18 s0 made compensable.

“(d) In the application of the minimum
wage and overtime ¢ompensation provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, of the Walsh-Healey Act, or of the
Bacon-Davis Act, in determining the time
for which an employer employs an employee
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with to walking, riding, traveling, or
other prellminary or postliminary activities
described in subsection (a) of this section,
there shall be counted all that time, but
only that time, during which the employee
engages in any such activity which is com-
pensable within the meaning of subsections
(b) and (c) of this section.

“PART IV
“Miscellaneous

“Sgc. 5. REPRESENTATIVE ACTIONS BANNED.—

*(a) The second sentence of section 16 (b)
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:
‘Action to recover such liability may be
maintained in any court of competent juris-
diction by any one or more employees for and
in behal” of himself or themseclves and other
employees similarly situated. No employee
shall be a party plaintiff to any such action
unless he gives his consent in writing to be-
come such a party and such consent is filed
in the conrt in which such action is brought.’

“{b) “he amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall be applicable only
with respect to actions commenced under the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended,
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

“Sgc, 6. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—ANY ac-
tion commenced on or after the date of the
enact ~nt of this Act to enforce any cause
of action for unpaid minimum wages, un-
paid overtime compensation, or liquidated
damages, under the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey
Act, or the Bacon-Davis Act—

“(a) if the cause of action accrues on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act—
may be commenced within two years after
the cause of action accrued, and every such
action shall be forever barred unless com-
menced within two years after the cause of
action accrued;

“(b) if the cause of action accrued prior
to the date of the enactment of this Act—
may be commenced within whichever of the
following periods is the shorter: (1) two years
alter the cause of action acerued, or (2) the
period prescribed by the applicable State
statute of limitations; and, except as pro-
vided in paragraph (c), every such action
shall be forever barred unless commenced
within the shorter of such two periods;

“(e) if the cause of action accrued prior to
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
action shall not be barred by paragraph (b)
if it is commenced within one hundred and
twenty days after the date of the enactment
of this Act unless at the time commenced it
is barred by an applicable State statute of
limitations.

“Sgc, 7. DETERMINATION OF COMMENCEMENT
or Furure Actions.—In determining when
an action is commenced for the purposes of
section 6, an action commenced on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act under
the Falr Labor Standards Act of 1088, as
amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or the
Bacon-Davis Act, shall be considered to be
commenced on the date when the complaint
is filed; except that in the case of a collec-
tive or class action instituted under the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, or
the Bacon-Davis Act, it shall be considered
to be commenced in the case of any individ-
ual claimant—

“(a) on the date when the complaint is
filed, if he is specifically named as a party
plaintiff in the complaint and his written
consent to become a party plaintiff is filed
on such date In the court in which the ac-
tion is brought; or

“(b) if such written consent was not so
filed or if his name did not so appear—on
the subsequent date on which such written
consent is filed in the court in which the
action was commenced.

“Sec. 8. PENDING COLLECTIVE AND REPRE-
SENTATIVE AcTions—The statute of limita-
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tions prescribed in section 6 (b) shall also
be applicable (in the case of a collective or
representative action commenced prior to
the date of the enactment of this Act under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended) to an Iindividual claimant who
has not been specifically named as a party
plaintiff to the action prior to the expira-
tion of one hundred and twenty days after
the date of the enactment of this Act. In the
application of such statute of limitations
such action shall be considered to have been
commenced as to him when, and only when,
his written consent to become a party plain-
tiff to the action is flled in the court in
which the action was brought.

“SEC. 9. RELIANCE ON PAST ADMINISTRATIVE
RuLines, Erc.—In any action or proceeding
commenced prior to or on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act based on any
act or omission prior to the date of the en-
actment of this Act, no employer shall be
subject to any liability or punishment for
or on account of the failure of the employer
to pay minimum wages or overtime compen-
sation under the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act
or the Bacon-Davis Act, if he pleads and
proves that the act or omission complained~
of was in good faith in conformity with
and in reliance on any administrative regu-
lation, order, ruling, approval, or interpreta-
tion, of any agency of the United States, or
any administrative practice or enforcement
policy of any such agency with respect to
the class of employers to which he belonged.
Buch a defense, if established, shall be a bar
to the action or proceeding, notwithstanding
that after such act or omission, such admin-
istrative regulation, order, ruling, approval,
interpretation, practice, or enforcement
policy is modified or rescinded or is de-
termined by judieial authority to be invalid
or of no legal effect.

“Sec. 10. RELIANCE IN FUTURE ON ADMINIS-
TRATIVE RULINGS, ETC.—

“(a) In any action or proceeding based on
any act or omission on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act, no employer shall
be subject, to any liability or punishment for
or on account of the fallure of the employer
to pay minimum wages or overtime compen-
sation under the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, the Walsh-Healey Act, or
the Bacon-Davis Act, If he pleads and proves
that the act or omission complained of was
in good faith in conformity with and in re-
liance on any written administrative regula-
tlon, order, ruling, approval, or interpreta-
tion, of the agency of the United States speci-
fied in subsection (b) of this section, or any
administrative practice or enforcement policy
of such agency with respect to the class of
employers to which he belonged. Such a de-
fense, if established, shall be a bar to the
action or proceeding, notwithstanding that
after such act or omission, such administra-
tive regulation, order, ruling, approval, inter-
pretation, practice, or enforcement policy is
modified or rescinded or is determined by
Jjudicial authority to be invalid or of no legal
effect.

“(b) The agency referred to in subsection
(a) shall be—

“(1) in the case of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, as amended—the Admin-
istrator of the Wage and Hour Division of
the Department of Labor;

*“(2) in the case of the Walsh-Healey Act—
the Secretary of Labor, or any Federal officer
utilized by him in the administration of
such Act; and

*(3) in the case of the Bacon-Davis Act—
the Secretary of Labor.

“SEc. 11. L1QuinATED DAMAGES.—In any ac-
tion commenced prior to or on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act to recover
unpaid minimunr wages, unpaid overtime
compensation, or liquidated damages, under
the Falr Labor Standards Act of 1038, as
amended, if the employer shows to the satis-
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faction of the court that the act or omission
giving rise to such action was in good faith
and that he had reasonable grounds for be-
lieving that his act or omission was not a
violation of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended, the court may, in its
sound discretion, award no liquidated dam-
ages or award any amount thereof not to
exceed the amount specified in section 16
(b) of such Act,

“Sec. 12. APPLICABILITY OF ‘AREA OF PRODUC-
TioN' REGULATIONS.—No employer shall be
subject to any lHability or punishment under
the Falr Labor Standards Act of 1938, as
amended, on account of the fallure of such
employer to pay an employee minimum
weages, or to pay an employee overtime com-
pensation, for or on account of an activity
engaged in by such employee prior to De-
oember 26, 1946, if such employer—

*“{1) was not so subject by reason of the
definition of an ‘area of production,” by a
regulation of the Administrator of the Wage
and Hour Division of the Department of
Labor, which regulation was applicable at
the time of performance of the activity even
though at that time the regulation was
invalid; or

"(2) would not have been so subject if the
regulation signed on December 18, 1946 (Fed-
eral Register, Vol. 11, p. 14648), had been
in force on and after October 24, 1838.

“Sec. 13. DEFINITIONS.—

“(a) When the terms ‘employer,’ ‘em-
ployee’, and ‘wage’ are used in this Act in
relation to the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, they shall have the same
meaning as when used in such Act of 1938,

“(b) When the term ‘employer’ is used
in this Act in relation to the Walsh-Healey
Act or Bacon-Davis Act it shall mean the
contractor or subcontractor covered by such
Act.

“{c) When the term ‘employee’ is used in
this Act in relation to the Walsh-Healey Act
or the Bacon-Davis Act it shall mean any
individual employed by the contractor or
subcontractor covered by such Act in the
performance of his contract or subcontract.

“{d) The term ‘Walsh-Healey Act’ means
the Act entitled '‘An Act to provide condi-
tlons for the purchase of supplies and the
making of contracts by the United States,
and for other purposes’, approved June 30,
1936 (40 Stat. 2036), as amended; and the
term ‘Bacon-Davis Act' means the Act en-
titled ‘An Act to amend the Act approved
March 3, 1931, relating to the rate of wages
for laborers and mechanics employed by
contractors and subcontractors on public
buildings', approved August 30, 1835 (49
Stat. 1011), as amended.

“(e) As used in section 6, the term ‘State’
means any State of the United States or the
District of Columbia or any Territory or
possession of the United States.

“SEc. 14. BEPARABILITY.—If any provision of
this Act or the application of such provision
to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, the remainder of this Act and the
application of such provision to other per-
sons or circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.

“gec. 15. SHorT TITLE—This Act may be
cited as the ‘Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947."

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act
to relieve employers from certaln labilities
and punishments under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, the
Walsh-Healey Act, and the Bacon-Davis
Act, and for other purposes”.

ALEXANDER WILEY,

ForresT C. DONNELL,

JOHN SHERMAN COOFPER,

JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

EArL C. MICHENER,

JoEN W. GWYNNE,

AnciEr L. GOODWIN,

Francis E. WALTER,

Managers on the Part of the House.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. WHERRY. I move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
LAND in the chair) laid before the Senaie
messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nomi-
-nations, which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any reports of committees? If
there be none, the Clerk will proceed to
state the nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Joe B. Dooley to be United
States district judge for the northern
district of Texas.

Mr. WHERRY. I ask that this nomi-
nation be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination will be passed
OVer.

Mr. LUCAS subsequenitly said: Mr,
President, may I inquire what was done
with the Doocley nomination?

Mr. WHERRY. I asked unanimous
consent that it be passed over, and that
was agreed to.

Mr. LUCAS. May I inquire of the
Senator from Nebraska as to what has
happened to the nomination of Marvin
Jones to become Chief Justice of the
Court of Claims?

Mr. WHERRY. I cannot advise the
Senator as to what has happened. Ishall
be glad to look into it and report to him.

Mr. LUCAS. It has been pending for
a long time before the Committee on the
Judiciary, and those of us who served
with Marvin Jones in the House of Rep=
resentatives realize what a grand person
he is. He was a Member of Congress for
24 years, and for 10 years served as
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture of the House of Representatives.
The able Senator from Maine [Mr.
BrewsTER] and I served with him on
many other committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian
that the chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary gave notice a couple of
weeks ago that the hearing on this nom-
ination was imminent, and that notice
has been printed in the RECORD.

Mr. LUCAS. What did he mean by
its being imminent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is unable to say.

Mr. LUCAS. If I may make a short
statement about Mr. Marvin Jones, I
hope that the Committee on the Judici-
ary will act with some expedition and
speed in connection with the nomina-
tion of this very good man. If there
is anything against him I do not know
it, and I doubt if anyone else knows of
anything against him. He certainly is
qualified, and he is now a member of the
Court of Claims. He never asked me to
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do anything about his nomination, but
as his friend I was curious to know what
had happened to it. I thought perhaps
that, like the budget reduction proposal,
it had gotten lost between here and some

- other place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next nomination on
the calendar.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Drake Watson to be United
States attorney for the eastern district
of Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Benjamin Scott Whaley to be
United States attorney for the eastern
district of South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.
That completes the executive calendar.

Mr, WHERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the President be immediately
notified of the confirmations of today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. WHERRY. I move that the Sen-
ate take a recess until tomorrow at 11
o'clock a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 3 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, April 30, 1947, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
ggxa:;:;prﬂ 29 (legislative day of April

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named persons for promo-
tlon in the Foreign Service of the United
States of America:

FROM FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 2 TO
FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 1

Paul H. Alling, of Connecticut.

Charles E. Bohlen, of Massachusetts,

Willlam W. Butterworth, Jr., of Louisiana,

John M. Cabot, of Massachusetts,

Paul C. Daniels, of New York.

Howard Donovan, of Illinois,

David McE. Eey, of Tennessee,

Edward B. Lawson, of the District of Co-
Iumbia.

Warwick Perkins, of Maryland.

Edwin A. Plitt, of Maryland.

Karl L. Rankin, of Maine,

James W. Riddleberger, of Virginia.
FROM FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 3 TO

FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 2

Theodore C. Achilles, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

John M, Allison, of Nebraska.

H. Merrell Benninghoff, of New York.

James C. H. Bonbright, of New York.

Philip W. Bonsal, of the District of Colum-
bia.

John H. Bruins, of New York.

Homer M. Byington, Jr., of Connecticut.

Cavendish W. Cannon, of Utah.

Vinton Chapin, of Massachusetts.

Warren M. Chase, of Indiana.

Oliver Edmund Clubb, of Minnesota.

William P. Cochran, Jr., of Pennsylvania,

Robert D. Coe, of Wyoming.

Gerald A. Drew, of California.

Everett F. Drumright, of Oklahoma.

Elbridge Durbrow, of California,

Walton C, Ferris, of Wisconsin,

Raymond A. Hare, of Iowa.
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Cloyce K. Huston, of Iowa.
Gerald Keith, of Illinois.
John B. Ketcham, of New York,

Charles F. Knox, Jr., of New Jersey.
Foy D. Kohler, of Ohilo.

Hervé J. L'Heureux, of New Hampshire.
John H. Madonne, of Texas.

Sheldon T. Mills, of Oregon.

Harold B. Minor, of Eansas,

James K, Penfleld, of Californla.

Guy W. Ray, of Alabama.

Edward J. Sparks, of New York.
Llewellyn E. Thompson, Jr., of Colorado.
Edward T. Wailes, of New York.

Thomas C. Wasson, of New Jersey.

James H. Wright, of Missouri,

FROM FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 5 TO
FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 4

Charles W. Adair, Jr., of Ohlo,

H. Gardner Ainsworth, of Louisiana,

John H. Burns, of Oklahoma.

Donald B. Calder, of New York.

V. Lansing Collins, Jr., of New York.

Leonard J. Cromie, of Connecticut.

Richard H. Davis, of New York.

Irven M. Eitreim, of South Dakota.

Robert 8. Folsom, of Massachusetts,

Edward L. Freers, of Ohio.

Paul E. Geier, of Ohio.

Lewis E. Gleeck, Jr., of Illinois.

Richard E. Gnade, of Pennsylvania.

Caspar D. Green, of Ohio.

Franklin Hawley, of Michigan.

Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois.

John P, Hoover, of California.

John Evarts Horner, of Colorado.

Richard A. Johnson, of Illinois.

J, Jefferson Jones 3d, of Tennessee.

M. Gordon Enox, of Maryland.

William L. Erieg, of Ohio,

Bidney K. Lafoon, of Virginia,

Donald W. Lamm, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Robert H. McBride, of Michigan.

David H. McKillop, 0f Massachusetts.

John M. McSweeney, of Massachusetts.
. Albert E, Pappano, of Ohlo,

Milton C. Rewinkel, of Minnesota,

Stuart W. Rockwell, of Pennsylvania.

William Langdon Sands, of Florida.

Bromley E. SBmith, of California.

Henry T. SBmith, of Georgla.

John W. Tuthill, of Massachusetts.

J. Kittredge Vinson, of Texas.

William W. Walker, of North Carolina.

Fraser Wilkins, of Nebraska.

FROM FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 6 TO
FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS &

Alvin M. Bentley, of Michigan.

Dongald C. Bergus, of Indiana.

W. Wendell Blancké, of Pennsylvania,

Thomas D. Bowie, of Minnesota.

Howard Brandon, of Georgla.

Herbert D. Brewster, of ‘Minnesota.

William €. Burdett, Jr., of Georgia.

George Carnahan, of New York.

David P. Coffin, of Massachusetts,

A. John Cope, Jr., of Utah.

Robert PF. Corrigan, of Ohio.

Forrest N. Daggett, of California.

Robert J. Dorr, of California.

Donald A. Dumont, of New York.

John F, Fitzgerald, of Pennsylvania.

William J. Ford, of New Hampshire.

Douglas N. Forman, Jr., of Ohlo.

David L. Gamon, of California.

Michael R, Gannett, of New York.

William ©. George, of the District of Co~
lumbin.

Charles C. Gidney, Jr., of Texas.

Thomas A. Goldman, of the District of
Columbia.

Marshall Green, of Massachusetts.

Joseph N. Greene, Jr., of Massachusetts.

J. Brock Ravron, of Tennessee.

Douglas Henderson, of Massachusetts.

J. William Henry, of Arizona,
.~Charles E, Hulick, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Armistead M. Lee, of Virginia.
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George T. Lister, of New York.

Rupert A, Lloyd, of Virginia,

Albert E. Ludy, Jr., of Arizona.

LaRue R. Lutkins, of New York.

James G. McCargar, of California,

Cleveland B. McKnight, of Georgia.

James L. O'Sullivan, of Connecticut.

Henry L. Pitts, Jr., of New York.

Randolph Roberts, of Virginia,

Ralph A. Schweitzer, of California.

Cabot SBedgwick, of Arizona.

Richard M. Service, of California.

Robert M. Sheehan, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Harold Sims, of Tennessee,

J. Ramon Solana, of North Carolina.

Herbert D. Spivack, of New York.

Norman C. Stines, Jr., of California.

Weldon Litsey, of Wyoming,

Richard E. Usher, of Wisconsin.

Sheldon B. Vance, of Minnesota.

Edward L. Waggoner, of Ohio.

Harvey R. Wellman, of New York.

George M, Widney, of Alabama,

Willlam A. Wieland, of New York.

Charles H, Derry, of Georgla, now a Foreign
Service officer of class 3 and a secretary in the
diplomatic service, to be also a consu® general
of the United States of America.

Unitep STaTEs PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The following-named candidates for pro-
motions in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Bervice:

BURGEON TO BE TEMPORARY SENIOR SURGEON
(EQUIVALENT TO ARMY RANK OF LIEUTENANT
COLONEL)

Eenneth W. Chapman
BANITARY ENGINEER TO BE TEMPORARY SENIOR

BANITARY ENGINEER (EQUIVALENT TO ARMY

RANK OF LIEUTENANT COLONEL)

Elmer J. Herringer

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 29 (legislative day of
April 21), 1947:

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

Drake Watson to be United States attor-
ney for the eastern district of Missouri,

Benjamin Scott Whaley to be United
Btates attorney for the eastern district of
Bouth Carolina.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuespay, APRIL 29, 1947

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, our Father, ruler of the
destinies of men and nations, Thou hast
encompassed us with Thy mercies and
crowned us with every blessing. Breathe
upon us Thy holy presence that our lives
may be worthy of the Lord and perfectly
pleasing to Him, and that our labors may
be in accordance with His word and His
ordinance. Lead and direct us that the
issues of our country may be the object
of deep reflection and wise comprehen-
sion of our responsibilities.

Do Thou dispel all confusion induced
by indifference and prejudice, and bless
us with the freedom of the open mind
and the responsive heart. When we
seek Thy peace to cleanse us and heal
us, it is not only a gift but a choice and
an index to better strength and achieve-
ment. . This day may the words of our
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mouths and the meditations of our hearts
be acceptable in Thy sight, O Lord, our
strength and our Redeemer. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint reso-
lution of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

8.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to permit
United States common communications car-
riers to accord free communication privileges
to official participants in the world telecom-
munications conferences to be held in th
United States in 1947. .

DEFICIENCY AFPROFRIATION BILL

Mr. TABER, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R.
3245) making appropriations to supply
deficiencies in certain appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 323),
which was read a first and second time,
and, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred to the Committee on the Whole
House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed.

Mr. CANNON reserved all points of
order on the bill.

DISPENSING WITH CALL OF COMMITTEES

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
committees in order on tomorrow,
Wednesday, be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. BUFFETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in three instances and to include
editorials and other material.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD
and include the minority views filed on
H. R. 2616.

Mr. ROSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article.

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a short
editorial appearing in a New Jersey
newspaper.

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech on displaced
persons.

Mr. MERROW asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include quotations from out-
side groups studying the operations of
the Office of International Information
and Cultural Affairs.

Mr. McGARVEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an address he de-
livered.

Mr, PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REecorp and include an editorial.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a resolution.
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Mr. GOSSETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter from the
president of the Lost Battalion.

Mr. DEVITT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article by the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Juppl.

Mr. RANEKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the remarks
I may make in the Committee of the
Whole today I be permitted to include
certain quotations from the CONGRES-
s10NAL REcorD and from the record of the
Committee on Un-American Activities.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the reauest of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection,

[Mr. Gary addressed the House. His
remarks appear in the Appendizx.]

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 43]
Barden Eberharter Mitchell
Beall Folger Morton
Bell Fuller Nodar
Bland Gallagher Norton
Bolton . Gathings Patman
Boykin Gerlach Ploeser
Buchanan Gifford Plumley
Buckley Hart Powell
Bulwinkle Hartley Schwabe, Mo,
Carson Heffernan Shafer
Celler Eersten, Wis. Short
Clements Landis Stanley
D'Alesandro MeMahon Vail
Dawson, Ill. McMillan, 8. C. Vinson
Dingell MacKinnon Vursell
Drewry Mansfield, Tex. West

The SPEAKER., On this roll call, 377
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

’ EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an ad-
dress delivered by Hon. Arthur Gold-
schmidt.

Mr. WELCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Rec-
orp and include a statement he made
with reference to H. R. 156, pending be-
fore the Committee on Education and
Labor.

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and -was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and to include data he secured
from the Clerk of the House of Repre=
sentatives.
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Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp on the subject of former prisoners
of war.

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a radio
address he recently delivered.

Mr, HESELTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article appearing
in the New York Times magazine.

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an article.

Mr. SMATHERS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial.

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HAILL asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and include a
radio address. *

FENT CONTROL BILL

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 200, Rept.
No. 324) which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resclve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for consideration of the bill H. R. 3208,
relative to maximum rents on housing ac-
commeodations; to repeal certain provisions
of Public Law 388, Seventy-ninth Congress,
and for other purposes, and all points of
order against sald bill are hereby waived.
That after general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and continue not to
exceed 4 hours, to be equally divided and
ccntrolled by the Chairman and ranking
mincrity member of the Committee on
Banking and Currency, the bill shall be read
for amendment under the 5-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit,

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 10
o’clock tomorrow.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

‘There was no objection.

PROGRAM FOR THE REMAINDER OF THIS
WEEK

Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the genitleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time in order that I may
make a brief statement regarding the
program for the rest of the week. First
of all, in respect to the measure now
pending before the House, it has been
under debate and consideration for a
considerable period of time. We had
hoped that it could be concluded by this
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evening. I still express that hope, not
that there is any desire or intention to
foreclose debate, because it is a most im-
portant matter, but if it can be concluded
it will materially assist us in carrying on
with the program for the rest of the week
and for next week.

We have scheduled for tomorrow the
bill H. R. 3203, the rent-control bill. The
rule on that measure has just been filed.
It provides for 4 hours of general debate.
Whether or not we can conclude that to-
morrow I do not know, but by coming in
at 10 o'clock certainly we can make very
considerable progress toward its com-
pletion.

On Thursday, as we all know, we are {o
meef in joint session to hear the Presi-
dent of Mexico. In addition, we hope to
dispose of the hill H. R. 2780, the tempo-
rary housing bill.

On Friday we want to dispose of the
deficiency appropriation bill.

It is expected that the conference re-
port on the portal-to-portal pay bill will
be concluded this afternoon, and of course
we want to dispose of that this week if we
can

Next week it is probable that there will
be an appropriation bill of considerable
importance, and also the Greek-Turkish
loan and some other matters that will be
pushing for consideration.

As I said, I have made this announce-
ment so that the Members may know
what the program is and that we may ail
cooperate in attempting to carry it for-
ward as expeditiously as possible.

BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE UNITED
STATES MILITARY ACADEMY

' The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication: :
APRIL 29, 1947,
Hon. Josera W. MARTIN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAr Mr. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the pro-
visions of the act approved May 17, 1928
(U. 8. C., titie 10, sec. 1052a), relative to the
Board of Visitors to the United States Mill-
tary Academy, I have designated the follow-
ing members of the Armed Services Com=-
mittee to serve on the Board of Visitors for
the Eightieth Congress: Hon. LesiLiE C.
Arenps, Hon. Harry L. TowE, Hon. Leon H.
Gavin, Hon. WaLTER NorBrAD, Hon. LANSDALE
G. Sasscekr, Hon. Roeerr L. F. Sixes, Hon.
ARTHUR WINSTEAD.

Respectfully yours,
W.G. ANDREWS,
Chairman.

RELIEF ASSISTANCE TO PEOPLE OF
COUNTRIES DEVASTATED BY WAR

Mr.EATON. Mr. Speaker, Imove that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of th Whole House on the State of
the Union for the further consideration
of House Joint Resolution 153, providing
for relief assistance to the people of
countries devastated by war.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of House Joint Resolution
153, with Mr. Scawase of Oklahoma in
the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The CHATRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday there was pending
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an amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. JongMan]l and a
substitute amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Vor¥sl. Debate
on the so-called Jonkman amendment
and all amendments thereto had been
fixed at 30 minutes. Of that 30 minutes,
20 minutes remain. The time was al-
lotted to the gentlemen who had asked
to be recognized, and the Chair will rec-
ognize them in the order in which their
names were recorded by the Clerk.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ilinois {Mr. VurseLr].

Mr. VURSELL. Mr, Chairman, it
would seem to me thet we can improve
the bill before the House by adopting
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. JoNzMAN].
That will give us an opportunity to save
$150,000,000. There are other amend-
ments which in my judgment should be
adopted and which will be offered as
the bill is read for amendment to try to
control the disposition of our relief in
varigus countries. I am of the opinion
that we have here a great opportunity to
bring a litile more sanity inte the dispo-
sition of relief paid for by the people’s
money. I think if the House asseris it-
self and takes the action which it should,
it might have some influence on what
the House decides to do on the bill which
will follow for $400,000,000 which is
krnown as the Greek-Turkish loan hill.

It seems to me, as I stated on the flcor
the other day, that the time has come
when we must be more realistic about
our approach to the problems of relief
with respect o how they affect the
American people,

We must stop voting blank checks
against the finances and resources of
our Nation. We must give greater con-
sideration to the ability of our people to
bear such large financial burdens.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooreY] for 2 minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day a statement was made on the floor
that our Nation was continuing to ship
to Soviet Russia trucks and heavy
equipment. During the affernoon I pro-
pounded a question to members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee with the idea
of ascertaining whether or not that was
true, and if it was true, just why. I did
not receive a very satisfactory answer.
That explains my taking the floor at this
time, in the hope that some member of
the Foreign Affairs Committee may ex-
plain to the House and to the country if
the charges made yesterday are true, and
if we are, in fact, shipping heavy equip-
ment to Russia. I, for one, would like
to know just why we are continuing to
fortify communism in Soviet Russia
when our foreign policy seems to be to
check communism in Turkey and Greece
and other parts of the world. There
may be a satisfactory explanation. If
there is, I think the country and the
Congress is entitled to bayve it.

Mr, JERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. JARMAN. The fact is that in-
quiry reveals this morning that that is
not occurring. As to the reasohs why
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it was stopped, in the short 2 minutes,
time wculd not be available to explain it.
But suffice it to say that is not occurring
at the moment.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman
give an explanation at sometime during
the day?

Mr. JARMAN. When opportunity
presents itself, if someone else does not,
I will.

Mr. COOLEY, Ithank the gentleman.
I think the gentleman will agree that if
that is being done we are following a
rather inconsistent policy in fortifying
communism, on the one hand, and trying
to stop it, on the other.

Mr. JARMAN. And you are certainly
entitled to an explanation, which can be
made, but not in just a minute.

Mr. COOLEY. I hope the gentleman
or some other member of the Foreign
Affairs Committee will make that ex-
planation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Jowgman], for 2
minutes.

Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to address myself to the sub-
stitute offered by my esteemed colleague
from Ohio [Mr. Vorys]. If I understand
the gentleman’'s substitute amendment
correctly, it “strikes out the Jonkman
amendment.” He said without those
words his substitute would be meaning-
less. I quite agree with the gentleman.
That is all his substitute does. It simply
strikes out the Jonkman amendment.
What does the gentleman propose to
do? He says, “Give the full authoriza-
tion for the $350,000,000, then ask the
Appropriations Committee to make the
full appropriation of the $350,000,000,
but do not let them spend any more than
JONEMAN says, $200,000,000, until some
new committee authorizes the other
$150,000,000.”

Just how is that going to be accom-
plished? How does the gentleman expect
the Appropriations Committee to give
the full $350,000,000 under those condi-
tions? -

Now, the facts are clear. I say it is
for the House to act on this authoriza-
tion. I told you yesterday there was no
dispute about the facts. The United
Nations recommends relief for the bal-
ance of 1947. Herbert Hoover recom-
mends relief for the balance of 1947,
President Truman recommends relief for
the balance of 1947. Mr. Acheson recom-
mends relief for the balance of 1947, and
says no relief will be needed in 1948, ex-
cept possibly—not probably—but possi-
bly a limited amount for Austria’ Mr.
Clayton says the same thing. Mr. Tyler
Wood says the same thing—no relief will
be needed in 1948. Then, why should we
appropriate for 1948?

I have shown you by the testimony of
Mr. Clayton that they propose $250,000,-
000 of the $350,000,000 for 1948. Mr.
Tyler Wood says the same thing. My
amendment gives them the $100,000,000
which the budget provided for 1947 and
an additional $100,000,000 of the 1948
budget allowance, all to be spent in 1947,
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This will be ample and liberal for relief
up to December 31, 1947,

The Vorys substitute should be de-
feated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. Morris] for 2
minutes.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, this is
a8 most serious matter that we are con-
sidering at this time., I am certainly not
going to bind myself at this time to say
I shall not support any amendment, but
it does seem to me that the bill is a very
good bill as it is written. It may be that
the amount should be reduced. I am
not sure as to that at this time. It seems
there are safeguards and checks in this
bill. The President may use his discre-
tion in the matter and then we ourselves
may use our discretion. I feel certain
that the President of the United States
and those whom he duly constitutes
under this bill are not going to do any-
thing to further communism. I know
I would not want to do anything to fur-
ther communism; but, Mr. Chairman,
may I suggest something I believe would
be a good thing to do? It is to ask our-
selves this solemn question: What would
the Master of us all do if He had the
authority to take this money and feed
people? Would He ask if a man were
a Communist? Would He even ask if he
were a criminal? As far as I am con-
cerned, Mr. Chairman, if able to do so I
would give food to a criminal, to anyone
who needed food.

I believe we will go a long way toward
furthering democracy if we follow the
humanitarian policy of feeding people
who are hungry, when, of course, we are
able to, regardless of who they are. I
am telling you that I believe we will do
an injury to ourselves by trying to con-
fine this matter to an absurd extent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
O’Konsk1] is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr, O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, 2
minutes is too short a fime. I expect to
get additional time later in the day. I
therefore yield my time now to someone
else.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr, RANKIN] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

DANGERS OF COMMUNISM—SOVIET SPIES

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, after
listening to General Marshall last night,
I am more convinced than ever that we
can never deal with a Communist
country.

I wish to call attention to the fact that
on page A1895 of the Appendix of the
REcorp you will find a complete state-
ment on the Russian spy rihg in Canada,
the United States, and England.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Jarman] on yesterday talked about the
Committee on Foreign Affairs knowing
s0 much more on this subject than the
other Members of the House. The only
committee in this House, and one of the
two agencies of this Government that

were on the trail of these Soviet spies last |

year, was the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.
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Mr., JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I have no time; I am
SOITY.

The other day we had before us Hon.
W. C. Bullitt, former Ambassador to
Russia. The gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BonNer] asked him this
question:

Mr. BoNNER. What do you think Russia
would do with the atomic bomb?

Mr. BurritT, If she had it and we did not
it would already have been dropped on the
United States.

We need not deceive ourselves, com-
munism is a conspiracy to overthrow this
Government and every other similar
government in the world, and they had
their spies from one end of this country
to the other, in this Capitol, if you
please; and this man Gouzenko, who re-
volted, saw what his own country was
doing to civilization. He came out and
repudiated it and turned over the infor-
mation to the Canadian Government.
He said:

Holding forth at international conferences
with voluble statements about peace and se-
curity, the Soviet Government is simultane-
ously preparing secretly for a Third World
War.

He further said:

To meet this war, the Soviet Government
is creating in democratic countries, includ-
ing Canada, a fifth column in the organiza-
tion of which even diplomatic representa-
tives of the Soviet Government, take part.

How can we trust such a regime? It
is time for the American Congress and
the American people to awake to these
dangers.

Tne CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
GorpoN] is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. GORDON. Mr, Chairman, I wish
to urge the House to adopt House Joint
Resolution 153 as reported out by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and I wish
to go on record as being particularly op-
posed to any amendment which would
make Poland ineligible for relief assist-
ance,

Poland has been branded as a satellite
of Soviet Russia, and our former Ambas-
sador to Poland, the Honorable Arthur
Bliss Lane, has made the issue of Poland
clear to the American people. I have fol-
lowed closely the public speeches, radio
broadcasts, press interviews, and so forth,
made by Ambassador Lane. It is clear
to everyone who listens to what this able
man says that a distinction should be
made between the present Government
of Poland, which is controlled by Soviet
Russia and run by its agents, and the
people of Poland, who have never ac-
cepted this government by any of the
democratic procedures.

The intent of the amendment aiming
at striking Poland off the list of countries
for which relief will be provided aims di-
rectly at imposing a harsh penalty upon
a people who never deserted our cause
and who were saddled with a government
without having been asked whether or
not they like it.

It is a different thing to brand a gov-
ernment as a satellite of Soviet Russia
and a different thing to deprive the
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hungry people of Poland of the relief
they well deserve.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs has
put intt House Joint Resolution 153, as
presented by our chairman the gentle-
men from New Jersey, the Honorable
CHARLES A. EaTON, on April 23 a set of
conditions which will have to be met by
the present Government of Poland be-
fore relief assistance is granted to the
people of that country.

It is my considerate opinion that the
conditions written into House Joint Res-
olution 153 are fully adequate for the
full protection of our rights. The pres-
ent Government of Poland will have to
make sure that there will be no discrimi-
nation in the distribution of relief sup-
plies; that there will be complete free-
dom of press reports on our relief ac-
tivities; that full publicity will be given
to the fact that the relief comes from
the United States, and not from Soviet
Russia; and that representatives of the
United States Government will be per-
mitted to supervise the distribution of
food and clothing among the people.

The President of the United States will
be authorized to cancel any further re-
lief activities in Poland should the pres-
ent Government of this country fail to
meet its obligations.

In my opinion, the safeguarding clauses
provided by House Joini Resolution 153—
if met by the present Polish Govern-
ment—will prevent it from any cheating
on our relief program and for using it
for the purpose of spreading communism.

Should we, however, deprive the Polish
people of our aid and assistance, the
puppet Government of Poland will once
more have to turn to Russia in order to
obtain at least some quantities of food
for their population, and this will pro-
vide the Government of Poland with
means of influencing the people of Po-
land, of alienating them from our ide-
ology, and of directing the good will to
Soviet Russia rather than to the United
States.

I know how the people of Poland feel
toward the United States. I know that
they will never become our enemies, as
their Government wants them to be.
But why help the Communists turn these
people against us, and why penalize
them for their present situation, for
which they are not in the least respon-
sible?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Davis].

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill does not propose to send
gold and silver to Europe, but rather to
send fuel, food, clothing, medicine, and
items to aid in food production. Before
fixing the amount to be sent, let us look
at what we have to give. We have given
away our natural resources with lavish
hand. The time has come to think some
of America and our own future. Some
time ago I asked the reference depart-
ment of the Library of Congress to give
me facts as to how many years our sup-
plies will last of such natural resources as
iron, iron ore, coal, copper, and so forth,
what the annual rate of depletion is, and
the annual loss of topsoil by cultivation
and erosion. We have given our goods
away just as if there were no bottom to
the barrel, and as though our natural re-
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sources were as unlimited as eternity
itselr. But this is not the case. On the
contrary, the time is fast approaching
when ours will be a have-not nation, in
respect to some of the most vital and
essential natural resources, and will have
a shortage of others. This report from
the Library of Congress states, for in-
stance, that at the rate of use in the
year 1944 our supply of high-grade iron
ore will be exhausted in approximately
49 years, and that the rate of depletion
is 2 percent per annum, which is greater
than it was 10 years ago; that at the rate
of use in 1946 our proved reserve of crude
petroleum oil, unless new fields are dis-
covered, will be exhausted in 1215 years.
If new fields are discovered, they will, of
course, add to our proved oil reserve.
But the rate of discovery of new fields
is decreasing, and, of course, discovery of
new fields will cease entirely some time,

The reports of high-grade commercial
iron ore is that at the rate of depletion
and consumption as of 1944, our known
supply will be entirely consumed in 49
vears. The rate of depletion is increas-
ing today. These figures do not include
submarginal fields.

On copper, as of 1946, the rate of con-
sumption or depletion is 2.7 percent per
annum, and at that rate, the known sup-
ply as of 1946 would last only 37.2 years.
These figures do not include submarginal
supplies.

Because of erosion, approximately half
a million acres of cultivated land are
going out of production each year.

I cannot, of course, in 2 minutes, go
into a detailed discussion of this very
important report. I expect to insert the
entire report in the Recorp within the
next few days, but these facts need to be
considered in connection with this bill
to give away $350,000,000 worth of our
products. So far as our generosity is
concerned, the green light is changing
to red. Not only for the benefit of gen-
erations far into the future—not only for
the benefit of that generation composed
of our own sons and daughters, but for
the benefit of our own generation, you
and me, we must begin to conserve our
resources. g

I believe this bill should be cut from
$350,000,000 to $200,000,000. I further
believe that this bill should name not
only the commission to distribute the
relief materials, but should also name the
terms and conditions of distribution, and
these terms and conditions should be
such as to encourage these European
nations to take over the task of feeding,
clothing, and caring for themselves at
the earliest possible moment and to cease
looking to us for their upkeep.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr, Earon] for 5 minutes.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I regret
exceedingly to be in opposition to the
two distinguished members of my com-
mittee, but T am constrained to oppose
and vote against the Jonkman amend-
ment and the Vorys substitute therefor,
and I do this as a matter of arithmetic
largely. We have about 35,000,000 peo-
ple who are in starvation, disease, and
despair. We have $350,000,000 suggested
in this legislation for their relief. That
is $10 apiece. The Jonkman amendment
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cuts it down to $6. We might just as well
do nothing. That is my reason for voting
against the amendment.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Reference has been made
here today to General Marshall’s report
last night on the Moscow Conference.
I am sure all of us are grateful to him
and proud of the way in which he con-
ducted our affairs there, his patient
courtesy coupled with firm adherence to
principles, his refusal to yield to the
pressures that have wrecked so many
previous conferences, Today there are
millions of people in Europe who love
freedom and hate communism worse
than anybody here possibly can. Our
behavior at Moscow gave them their first
ray of hope in months. What will hap-
pen to their new-born hope if they find
that the very first action taken by the
American Congress after the Moscow
Conference ‘is to cut drastically the
$350,000,000 proposed to help keep these
millions alive while they struggle to
overthrow the tyrannies under which
they suffer? The money is authorized—
it will be appropriated and spent only
when need is demonstrated as it comes
along. Will it not, in the gentleman’s
judgment, be disastrous to their hopes
and ours and an undermining of Gen-
eral Marshall’s work to take this action
today?

Mr. EATON. It would be. I thank
the gentleman for his contribution.

I have a brief statement here setiling
the confusion over the dates 1947 and
1948 which I would like to send to the
desk and, if time permits, have the Clerk
read. I do this for the enlightenment
and benefit of all of us.

The Clerk read as follows:

In connection with the question of wheth-
er $350,000,000 is needed for relief in 1947,
the following information should be con=-
sidered.

The report of the United Nations Tech-
nical Committee on Post-UNRRA Relief
Needs found a total relief need of $583,000,~
000 for European countries in the calendar
year 1947, exclusive of remaining UNERA
shipments. This figure did not cover any
possible needs of China. The Department
of Btate estimated the needs for Europe plus
China at a total of $610,000,000. This esti-
mate 15 also for the calendar year 1947 ex-
clusive of remaining UNRRA shipments,
(See Mr. Clayton’s statement of page 2 of the
committee hearings under the heading “"Re-
lief needs in 1947.")

The President requested $350,000,000 as the
United States contribution to help meet the
above needs. The President in his message
of February 24, requesting the appropriation,
eald, “The authorization recommended is de=
signed for the urgent relief needs for the bal=-
ance of the year. The most critical period
will be in the spring and summer months,
when UNRRA shipments will cease and the
harvests are not yet available.” He must
have been referring to the calendar year
rather than the fiscal year, sinec it is clear
that he did not intend to spend $350,000,000
before June 30, 1947, which 1s the end of the
fiscal year.

The budget indicated an estimated ex-
penditure of $100,000,000 in the fiscal year
1947, that is, prior to June 30, 1847, and
$250,000,000 in the fiscal year 1948. This was
to cover the program of shipments from the
period July 1 to the 31st of December 1947,



1947

plus small possible slip-overs in the first
month or two of the calendar year 1948. This
is clear from the letter of the Acting Secretary
of State. He sald, “The amount requested
is to assist in meeting the estimated relief
needs for the calendar year 1947. In the
actual operation of the program some ship-
ments may slip over into the first few months
of 1048, With the possible exception of
Austria we do not anticipate that further
relief will be necessary unless disastrous crop
failures or other unforeseen events occur.”

Dr. Fitzgerald, Secretary-General of the
International Emergency Food Council and
food adviser to former President Hoover,
agreed that a total of §296,000,000 would be
needed from the United States in the cal-
endar year 1947 for foot: alone for the Euro-
pean countries excluding seeds, fertilizer,
medical suplies and the other items in the
bill and excluding any possible needs of
China. (See bottom of p. 108 of the com-
mittee hearings.)

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey has expired.
All time has expired.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman vill
state it.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, do I cor-
rectly understand the parliamentary sit-
uation to be that the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. JoNEMAN] has an amend-
ment pending before the Committee by
which he would reduce the appropriation
to the extent of $150,000,000 to $200,000,-
000, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Vorys] has a substitute amendment
pending whereby he would authorize the
full $350,000,000 but delegate the au-
thority to the Administrator to take a
look at it later on and see whether we
shall spend the $150,000,000?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Vorys
amendment and the Jonkman amend-
ment be again reported so that we may
all be familiar with them.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendments as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., JoNKMAN: On
page 1, line 4. after “not to exceed", strike
out “$350,000,000" and insert “$200,000,000."

Amendment offered by Mr. Vorys as a
substitute for the Jonkman amendment:
Btrike out the Jonkman amendment and at
the end of section 1 add the following:
“there is hereby established a Joint Com-
mittee on International Relief consisting of
five Members of the Senate appointed by
the President pro tempore and five Members
of the House of Representatives appointed
by the Speaker.

“It shall be the duty of the joint commit-
tee to study relief needs in foreign coun=-
tries and the ability of the United States to
furnish relief; the President shall keep the
joint committee advised of foreign rellef
needs and the measures he is taking to re-
lieve such needs and all expenditures in ex-
cess of £200,000,000 from the appropriations
herein authorized shall have the approval
of the joint committee. Such approval may
be given in detall or In gross amounts as
the joint committee shall deem advisable.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorysl.
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The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Vorys) there
were—ayes 29, noes 132.

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. JONEMAN].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. JONKMAN)
there were—ayes 130, noes 117.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Eaton and
Mr. JONKMAN.

The Committee again divided; and
the tellers reported there were—ayes 156,
noes 138.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment which is at
the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SmrTe of Wis-
consin: Page 1, at the end of section 1, add
the following:

“Appropriations authorized by this joint
resolution shall be avallable for relief in
Austria, Greece, Italy, Poland, Hungary, and
China: Provided, That the President if he
shall determine that emergency needs exist
in any other countries, is authorized to uti-
lize not more than $15,000,000 for the pur-
pose of providing relief in such other country
or countries.”

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment proposes to desig-
nate the countries where the money shall
be spent; and in addition it provides fur-
ther that $15,000,000 shall be used in
those areas where the State Department
determines aid is necessary.

If this Congress wants to get away from
the idea of writing blank checks then the
Members of this House should support
this amendment because it is a mandate
to the Department that it shall spend the
money in these countries named except
with the $15,000,000,

I know the argument will be advanced
that Poland and Hungary are Commu-
nist-dominated. It seems to me in the
light of the heroic struggle that the
Polish people have made down through
the centuries that we can afford to take
a chance to see that these people are
given the opportunity to benefit under
this legislation. Poland, in all of its his-
tory, has never yielded to those who have
overrun it. I believe that the spirit of
freedom is more intense in Poland than
it is in our own country. We are taking
a chance; but it seems to me it puts it
right up to the administrators. A con-
tract will be made with the existing
Polish Government for the handling of
this relief. If the State Department is

_ satisfied that the great bulk of the Polish

people will not benefit, then by all means
it should not enter into such an agree-
ment; but it is an administrative matter.
We cannot this afternoon afford to have
word get back to these gallant Polish
people that we have failed to recognize
their need even though they are overrun
by the Communists.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. KEEFE. May I ask the gentleman
whether or not his amendment will in
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any way interfere with those provisions
that are in the bill as proposed which re-
quire free access to the press and radio
in those countries and even though free
access is denied would the effect of the
gentleman’s amendment be to compel the
furnishing of relief?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. No; in my
opinion, no.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr, DONDERO. Is the House to un-
derstand that as the bill stands now,
Poland would be excepted from the bene-
fits of this legislation? I do not so un-
derstand.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. No; that
is not the case.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Is the $15,000,000 a
part of the $200,000,000?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Yes; that
is right.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BLOOM. As I understand the
gentleman’s amendment, it specifically
says that relief shall be given to these
countries but no mention is made as to
what amount shall be given to each one
of the countries mentioned by the gen-
tleman?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is
correct.

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman puts
that in there to be sure that the thought
expressed in the report is put in the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is it
exactly.

Mr. OWENS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. I am thoroughly in ac-
cord with what the gentleman has said
and I believe the committee should ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. CHADWICK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CHADWICE. Will the gentleman
advise us why Czechoslovakia is not in-
cluded in the list of governments named?
I think I know the reason and I believe
it reflects credit on Czechoslovakia
rather than otherwise but, in my opinion,
it would be desirable to have the state-
ment in the RECORD,

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. It is my
understanding that there is not the need
that is contemplated by this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.
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Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I wonder
what good purpose it can serve to dele-
gate any part of these funds to any one
of the countries named. The Adminis-
trator can do identically the same thing
without the language of the gentleman’s
amendment by simply giving a very small
token amount to any one of the countries
named if he had no intention of giving
it to them under the language of the bill
as written.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. It is purely
an administrative matter. In offering
the amenament T want to see that these
countries who are in such great need are
benefited. It is entirely possible admin-
istratively that this money might be
spread over any number of additional
countries and we might, as a matter of
fact, spend some of it in the Ukraine,

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlemar yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin 1 yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman is
a member of the Commitiee on Foreign
Affairs?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman
state categorically and emphatically
whether or not in his opinion the lan-
guage which is in the bill before the
House will permit part of the $200,000,-
000, as it now stands, to be used for Po-
land, Austria, and these other countries?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Yes, in-
deed; and it will go further than that.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me say that I
am opposed to the bill and I will vote
against the bill if it does that very thing.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BLOOM. Answering the gentle-
man’s question, may I say that in the bill
itself there is no specific mention of any
amount to any particular country.
There is nothing in the bill to that ef-
fect and I think that answers the gentle-
man. The total amount authorized un-
der this bill can be distributed any place
in any of these countries that the organi-
zation or the Administrator feels so dis-
posed to spend it in.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has again ex-
pired.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may have one additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the genfleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. EEEFE. May I ask the distin-
guished gentleman, who is a member of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, if un-
der the bill, as written, and the State De-
partment so decided, it could allocate
money out of this $200,000,000 for the re-
lief of Russia or any other country?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. It could;
yes, indeed.

Mr. KEEFE, If the amendment of the
gentleman is adopted, as I understand it,
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he is pinning it down so that no part of
this money can be used for that purpose?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Exactly so.
That is the import of the amendment.

Mr. JUDD. It is a restrictive amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has again ex-
pired.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s
time be extended three additional min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. By desig-
nating che countries in which the money
is to be spent, may I ask does that obii-
gate the State Department to spend the
money in all those countrics or could the
State Department just select two of
them?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Yes. Itis
an administrative matter. They are un-
der the legislation presumed to make a
contract with these countries that are to
get relief.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. There is
nothing in the amendment and there is
nothing in the bill thus far that would
protect the people of America and our
Government against these funds falling
into the hands of those people that we
are opposing today, the Communists,
who dominate the governments of many
of the countries.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Well, I
think we can do it. I think this amend-
ment takes care of it.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. How does
this amendment take care of or protect
us against these funds getting into the
hands of the Communists and their
friends?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. We certain-
ly should assume that the State Depart-
ment is not going to make that kind of
an agreement.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VORYS. Do not the provisions in
sections 3, 4, and 5 of the bill make it im-
possible that it could fall into the Com-
munist hands and could be used by
Communists alone? There are restric-
tions in the hill to take care of that, and
the gentleman’s amendment prevents
any of these funds from going to Yugo-
slavia and to Russia; is that not true?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is
right, as I understand it.

Mr. VORYS. Isthis not also true, that
the gentleman’s amendment contains
this language: “This provision shall not
imply any obligations to give relief to any
of the countries mentioned,” so that it
does not create any obligation to any
country?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
right.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

That is
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Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr, JENNINGS. As I understand the
language of the gentleman’s amendment
it, in a sense, allocate:r this money to
Austria, Hungary, China, Poland, Italy,
and Greece, so that it cuts out Russia
and it cuts out Yugoslavia.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. That is
right.

Mr. JENNINGS. It goes to free people,
the people who desire to be free in Aus-
tria, Hungary, Greece, Poland, and China,
that we are undertaking to help.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin,
right.

Mr. ENUTSON. Not Poland.

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes; Poland is in
there,

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. We are
taking a chance on Poland and Hungary,
and I hope that it will work out admin-
istratively.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, Mr. CoLMER, for the
Smith of Wisconsin amendment: On page 1,
after line 8, add a new sentence as follows:

“Provided, That none of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated herein shall be ex-
pended in or used for such relief assistance in
those countries whose governments are domi-
nated by the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.”

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee. I confess
that I offered this amendment only after
long, conscientious and thoughtful de-
liberation. But we might just as well
recognize that we have reached the cross-
roads in our foreign policy. We had just
as well recognize now as later that we
are embarking upon the most important
change in our foreign policy in the his-
tory of this country.

We have started out to do what?
Fight communism. Now, let us not get
away from the objective. We are going'
to oppose communism. If we are going
to oppose communism, then we must op-
pose it on all fronts. We must be coldly
realistic in the approach to this prob-
lem. We say that we are going to fur-
nish $400,000,000 to Greece and Turkey
to combat communism—and we are
doing that openly; we had just as well
be frank about it. We are going to fur-
nish the Greeks and Turks $400,000,000
to be used by them, and as an incentive
to them to keep communism from taking
over their governments. But how are
we going to do that on one hand and
then turn around on the other and say
that we are going to be the big brother
and we are going to help everybody? We
have to be coldly realistic. God knows
I have sympathy with the starving peo-
ple who are under the domination of the
Soviet Republic. I have been over there;
I saw them suffering. Of course they
are suffering over there, all throughout
Europe. But the point that I am trying
to drive home here to you today is that
if you are going to fight communism you
have to fight it with its own weapons.
You have to be coldly realistic, I repeat.

That is
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If we are going to say to the people of
Greece and Turkey, “We are going to
give you $400,000,000 to stop the inroads
and the encroachment of communism
here,” and then we are going to say to
those poor, oppressed people in the coun-
tries that are under the domination of
Russia, “We are going to help you, too,”
what incentive is there going to be for
them to try to get out from under the
heel of oppression?

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my time may be extended for
3 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague on the committee.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Will the
gentleman tell us who is to make the
decision as to what country is a Com-
munist-dominated country?

Mr. COLMER. I am sure the gentle-
man knows the answer to that question:
The same sources would make that de-
termination as would make it under his
amendment, that is, it would be up to
the administration to make that
decision.

Mr. SADOWSKI Mr. Cnairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my distin-
guished friend, who always speaks for
the Polish people and speaks with
reason.

Mr. SADOWSKI The gentleman's
amendment actually proposes that the
Polish people shall be given starvation,
and thereby we are going to win them
from communism. That is the gentle-
man’s logic and his reasoning, as I get it.
I cannot understand that reasoning and
Jogic that he is proposing here today.
Certainly those people do not want com-
munism any more than the gentleman
does, They have had a government put
upon them that {hey did not want. But
the gentleman says to those people, “You
must have a revolution first in your
country before we will give you any aid.”
Is not that his logic? How are those
people going to have a revolution in the
condition they are in now, when they
are starved and sick and hungry? A
man cannot fight ~ommunism, cannot
fight Russia, in the position he is in in
Poland today. But they have fought
communism as no other nation has
throughout the years. They fought for
liberty throughout the centuries, and
they have always won. They will fight
again. But make them strong, give them
physical strength to fisht. You cannot
expect dead Poles to fight communism.

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman has
asked me a number of questions all
wrapped up in one. I said in the be-
ginning, and I have great sympathy
for the gentleman’s viewpeint, that we
have to be coldly realistic in this thing.
We have to face this issue as it is, not
as we would like to have it. Yes, I have
sympathy with those people, but I re-
peat that if you are poing to freat all
peoples alike there is going to be no
incentive for them either to stay out
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from under the heel of oppression or for
those who are already under the heel of
oppression to get out.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. BLOOM. In answer to the ques-
tion asked by the gentleman on the other
side, I believe the gentleman said that
the way you determine whether these
countries are under Soviet domination
can be done by the administration. Has
the gentleman thought of the fact that
we recognize these countries and that
their ambassadors are here? - Can you
see the position that we would be in if
we say, “We are not going to recognize
you on this thing because we claim that
you are under Soviet domination?” How
are you going to get around the fact that
they are recognized diplomatically?

Mr. COLMER. Somebody along the
line must determine this. Do not forget
that somewhere down the line there is a
limit to the point to which this country
can go to feed the world. If we are go-
ing to fight communism, we must fight it.
As I said in the beginning, I do not like
this sort of thing, either.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. COLMER. I yield briefly to the
gentleman.

Mr. RANKIN. I want to say in reply
to the gentleman from New York that
these countries had their ambassadors
here while they had a spy ring working
in this country, too.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER] may
proceed for three additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLMER. My, Chairman, I said
in the beginning that I had given some
thoueght and study to this matter. I do
not have to apologize for that. I think
most of the Members of the House know
of the study that the Committee on Post-
war Economic Policy and Planing made
and they know its recommendations and
how those recommendations are now un-
folding in the light of present develop-
ments. To implement those recommen-
dations, on March 24 I introduced a reso-
lution that wouls: do a number of things.
Generally, it would advise the President
of the United States and the Congress
what should be the policy of the United
States in this great crisis in the world.
Among the provisions ¢~ that resolution
is one that would deny cconomic aid and
assistance to the Soviet Republic and to
those countries under the domination of
the Soviet Republic. We hope to have
hearings on that resolution before too
long. We must face this issue as it is.
My amendment is consistent with that
resolution and it is consistent with the
Truman doctrine.

In our factories in this country today
we have representatives of the Soviet
Republic who are there as supervisors
and as inspectors to see that the ma-
chinery that the Soviet Republic is get=
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ting from this country is according to
order. They have hundreds of them.
How many do you think we have in the
Russian factories over there? We are
today making the same mistakes in our
foreign policy that we did prior to Pearl
Harbor when we were shipping oil, scrap
iron, and all those things that were nec-
essary to build the sinews of war to
Japan.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield briefly to my
friend.

Mr. CHELF. I think the mistake was
just made when the House voted 150 to
138 to yank the rug out from under Sec-
retary Marshall in refusing to give $350,-
000,000 to the Truman program for aid
to Europe. When we cut the sum to
$200,000,000 we seriously hurt our foreign
policy and our defense against the spread
of communism was badly weakened. It
has cost the United States over $250,-
000,000,000 and over a million casualties
in flesh and blood to win the war, and
now we are being niggardly in providing
sufficient funds to sponsor and preserve
the peace. Why spend so much to win
the peace and then literally toss it away
once it is in our grasp? Russia wants a
hungry Europe, because an empty stom-
ach is far more receptive to communism.

Mr. COLMER. I appreciate the views
of my distinguished friend from Ken-
tucky. His views are always worthy of
consideration, but the point of the matter.
is that this Nation is burdened with the
greatest national debt that any country
has ever accrued. There is a limitation
even to the resources of this great Na-
tion. We do not know where this policy
that we are embarking on is going to lead
us. There is a bottom in the Nation’s
meal barrel as verily as there is in the
individual’s barrel. We cannot help
everybody, and sometimes I doubt
whether in the final analysis we get much
good will that way.

But be all of that as it may, we are all
interested as a Christian people in try-
ing to help our les: fortunate brethren.
But what assurance can we possibly have
in the light of our knowledge of the Rus-
sian system that any substantial amount
of this money sent into those govern-
ments which are dominated by Russia
will ever reach the objective which we
have in mind, namely—the starving peo-
ple of those countries? We are told that
there are safeguards of inspection and
publicity, and so forth, in this bil! to in-
sure that objective, but I point out to you
that everyone who knows anything about
the Russian -ystem knows that these
governments in the dominated countries
are nothing but puppets—the creation of
Russia. Is it reasonable to assume that
money, foods, fertilizer or machinery
turned over to those puppets of Russia
would be delivered-to these starving peo-
ple or reach them? And bear you in
mind that under the provisions of this
bill that is what is proposed to be done.
From my knowledge of that situation over
there no one can convince me that this
relief turned over to these governments
cannot and will not be diverted from the
channels through which they are ex-
pected to flow to these starving peoples.
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Can anyone argue successfully for a mo-
ment that a carload of fertilizer, for in-
stance, which is turned over to one of
those puppet governments cannot be di-
verted even though we have a handful
of representatives on the ground?

Mr. Chairman, I fear that the game ‘s
not worth the candle, and personally I
cannot go along with that line of reason-
ing, especiaily when I know it to be a
fact that Russia has already strioped
many of these countries of much of the
assistance which they now so badly need
and which under this bhill we would pro-
pose to turn over to them to be delivered
to these people.

Mr. O’KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last three words.

Mr. Chairman, I have waited a long
time for an opportunity to speak on this
bill. Before I give my words I would
like first to present my credentials.

I am no’ a member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Commitiee. I have never made any
Government junket, flying over Rome
and posing as an authority on Italy, or
fiying over Poland and posing as an au-
thority on Poland; but I do know some-
thing about European affairs.

To give you the meat of my back-
ground, I am not one of those that
switches with the breeze. I will refer
you now to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
February 12, 1945, when the crime of
Yalta was announced to the world. It
was almost treason for anyone to say
anything against that crime at Yalta.
I did, and I was accused of preaching
treason. I refer to the ReEcorpn. That is
more than 2 years ago. It is written in
the REcorp, so I am not patting myself
on the back, and do not interpret it as
such, please. But here we have a state-
ment from a distinguished Member of
this House, and similar statements were
made in the Senate:

Mr. Speaxer, no conference of the allles
in this war previous to that historic meeting
Just completed on the Crimea has had great-
er significance. It was a defense destined to
lay the foundation of the world of tomor=-
row. The results of the conference are het-
ter than the most optimistic expectations.
They are better because they are based on
a truly growing confidence among the Allied
Governments. They breathe sincerity and
strength. Each great power made conces-
slons. They were based on the American
concept of conciliation of different points
of view, and not based on a single opinion.

That is the opinion that was ex-
pressed in the House. That is the opin-
ion that was expressed in the Senate.
That is the opinion expressed by radio
commentators, by newspapers, by the
State Department, and by the OWI.

I took the hard fight and the uphill
fight. Ina 1-hour speech that day I con-
cluded my remarks by saying:

Mr. Chairman, just as these words about
Munich are today the laughing stock of the
world, just as the praise which was sung of
Mr. Chamberlain has now become the laugh-
ing stcck of the world, just so the words
of praise that are being sung about the crime
of Yalta will likewise become some day the
laughing stock of the world.

That is more than 2 years ago. I
want to tell you why I think I am quali-
fied to talk on this subject. Since that
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time I have given many speeches. They
have been reprinted all over the world.
Here is a copy of a speech I made in this
Congress, reprinted by the Polish under-
ground in Italy. Here is another one re-
printed by the Polish underground in
France. It was reprinted by the Palish
underground in England, carrying my
words of advice, that the day would
come when we would regret the sell-
out of Poiand at Yalta.

Mr. RANEKIN. Mr.
the gentleman yield?
* Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. By the “Polish under-
ground” the gentleman means the anti-
Communist Polish underground?

Mr. O'EONSKI. Yes; definitely.

‘Then, on May 3, 1945, that 1s, almost
2 years ago, I gave a speech on the floor
of this House, of which more than 500,-
000 copies were ordered and distributed
throughout the country, wherein I said
that the Government of the United
States of america is making a mistake;
that we are making the Russians so
strong and communism so strong that
eventually we are going to have trouble
with them like we had trouble with Hitler
and trouble with Japan because we made
them too strong.

May 24, 1945, a speech in the Recorp,
“Trouble With Tito; We Asked for It.”

Two years ago I told you we were going
to have trouble with Tito in Yugoslavia;
that we should not give him any money
or food or anything that would make
him strong.

“Lithuania Under Red Fascism,” in
1945 I told you what was going on in
Lithuania.

I took every one of those countries,

Chairman, will

Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia. In addi-

tion, Mr. Chairman, in the last 2 years
I have talked in every city of any con-
sequence in this Nation. Talked to
whom? To Americans of Polish descent,
of Serbian descent, of Slovakian descent,
of Finnish descent, all of them who have
relatives in those countries,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 15
additional minutes to tell my story.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object—and I am
not at all sure that I will object—if the
debate is to be very limifed on this, I shall
have to object, because there are those
here who desire to plead the cause of the
American taxpayers and bond buyers,
and we will expect some time on this
subject also.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair, of
course, cannot give the gentleman the
answer to his question.

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 serve notice that
if necessary, I shall object to any exten-
sion of time unless the chairman of the
committee assures the House that he will
not move to shut off debate. We should
have time to debate this question as to
whether or not we are going to send
funds to the agencies of Russia on the
one hand to support Russia and send
funds to the enemies of Russia on the
other hand.
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The CHAIRMAN. It does not lie with-
in the province of the Chairman to de-
cide, The Commitiee itself will decide
that.

The gentleman from Wisconsin asks
unanimous consent to proceed for 15 ad-
ditional minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. O'BRIEN. I object.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan=
imous consent that the time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin be extended for
10 minutes.

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
Jject.

Mr. SADOWSEKI. Mr, Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. O'KoNsKI]
may proceed for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request that the gentleman from
Wisconsin may proceed for five addi-
tional minutes?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the membership for being so very
generous with me.

Mr. Chairman, we are in a most tragic
dilemma right now. We are confronted
with the question of stopping Moscow.
We want to help poor and starving peo-
ple, yet we are in a dilemma whereby
in attempting to help those poor and
starving people we will be forced also
to help communism. There is no way
out of it. L=t us take the unfortunate
situation of Poland. The people of Po-
land have a government that is not the
will of the Polish people. The people of
Poland have a government, Mr. Chair-
man, that was forced upon them by the
Government of the United States of
America as one of the Big Three powers.
The Government of Poland today was
thrust upon the Polish people. The Po-
lish people were not even consulted. The
Polish people were not even invited to
Yalta. The Polish Army that was fight-
ing the enemy all over the world was
not even given the consideration of once
being asked for a word of advice. Three
holier-than-thou men went over to
Yalta and set up the Polish Government,

The leader of the Polish Government
today is not even a citizen of Poland.
He has been a citizen of the Soviet Union
ever since 1921, and the Polish people
still do not recognize that as their gov-
ernment. But the Government of the
United States of America does recognize
that as the Polish Government. So we
are oui to punish those people for a gov-
ernment which the Polish people do not
want but a government which the United
States of America forced upon them and
a government which the Government of
the United States recognizes. So that is
the dilemma in which we find ourselves.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'EONSKI. I yield.

Mr. DINGELL. And the ratio of nom-
inal Communists in Poland is less than
1 to 30 anti-Communists. Is that cor-
rect in the gentleman’s estimation?

Mr. OKONSEI. Yes. If war ever
breaks out between the United States
and Russia, just as Poland was the first
country with courage enough to stand
up and fight Hitler you will find the
Polish people fighting alongside the Goy-
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ernment of the United States of Amer-
ica; you will have the Poles alongside
the United States of America sooner
than you will have the people of Italy.
They will go like they went in all the
other wars, to the side with the more op-
portune chance of winning the war per-
haps, they will go where they can get fat
like they got fat in this war, and like-
wise a lot of other countries I could
name. You have more Communists in
Italy today, real honest to God Commu-
nists who are sold on the cause of com-
munism, than you will ever have in
Poland.

I received a letter the other day from
a man who left the force, the anti-Com-
munist underground of Poland. He says
he is leaving the force to join his family
in Warsaw. In that letter he said to me:

We are not giving up the fight against
communism, but I am tired of starving in
the force; so I am going to eat and live until
the opportunity arises when we can get help
from the outside and when the world wakes
up that communism is dangerous and the
world will set itself up to destroy eommu-
nism. When that time comes we will again
march into the forests and we will first fight
communism,

I wish I had time to show you how
many Communists have been killed in
Poland by these men who are fighting in
the forests. That is the reason I asked
for 15 additional minutes to give you
the names of these men who fight com-
munism, the torture they go through,
the concentration camps they are sent
to and the punishment they receive.
They are fighting communism now and
approximately 10 Communist agenis a
day are being slaughtered by the Polish
underground.

Mr. SADOWSEKI. The gentleman
then, I take it, is definitely against the
Colmer amendment?

Mr., O'KONSKI. I am against the
Colmer amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
of the gentleman be extended 10
minutes.

3 Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ect.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s
time be extended 5 minutes,

Mr, O'BRIEN. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
never did want to impose myself upon
the patience of anyone who does not care
to listen to me. If I had the time I
could tell you and the gentleman who
objects a darn sight more about what
is going on in Europe than the State
Department can.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, the author of
the proposed amendment, in his state-
ment that the United States has at last
been forced to take a stand against com-
munism, but from that point on I can-
not agree with him. It is my idea, it
is my conviction, that this amendment
will further the cause of communism,
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rathgr than retard that iniquitous move-
ment. :

Mr. Chairman, what nations is this
amendment aimed at? Only two na-
tions—Poland and Hungary. There is
little that I can add to what has been said
about the glorious Listory of Poland.
Why should Poland be denied this relief?
Why should her people be left to starve?
For six centuries Poland has been in a
political nut-cracker and, at one time
or another, has been dominated by
France, Germany or Russia; but she has
always struggled for her freedom. FPo-
land’s sons fought for liberty in this
country and in other sections of the
world even when they could not win
liberty for themselves. Remember this,
Poland will yet be free again.

How about the starving people of this
other little nation—Hungary? It is true
that Hungary was first overrun by Hitler
and is now dominated by Stalin, but the
Hungarian people are a good liberty-
loving people.

What steps did they take to retain
their liberty and the democratic form
of government while some of the other
nations of Europe were bowing to Stalin?
Hungary is the only nation in Europe
that has voted for a democracy like ours
while dominated by Russian troops.
They did that when Russian troops were
watching their election. They voted for
the Small Land Owners Party, which is
about the same as the Democratic Party
or the Republican Party in this country,
if you please; and they have constantly
refused, under great pressure from Rus-
sia, to deviate from the democratic ideal.

Now, we refuse by this amendment to
give bread and meat to the people of
Hungary and to the people of Poland
when we know that we are going to feed
our ersiwhile enemies, the people of
Germany and Italy. What a travesty on
justice. Why do we have to feed the
Germans? For European and world
stability, they say. If that is true we
certainly have to feed the starving Hun-
garians and the Poles from the stand-
point of world stability, if not for human-
itarian reasons.

I would like to say to the gentleman
from Mississippi and to the gentleman
from Georgia that it has not been so
very long since their States were domi-
nated by an outside power, but the spirit
of those people never died and they came
out from under it. Why? Because they
had faith in themselves. If you will
show a little faith in Poland and Hun-
gary, the only nations affected by this
amendment, I believe the day will come
when your action will be vindicated.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDS. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. My amend-
ment will take care of that situation, will
it not?

Mr. RICHARDS. That is correct.

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDS. I yield to the gentle=~
man from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman knows
that the Poles are dominated by a crim-
inal dictatorship that they despise. Now,
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why has not the Committee on Foreign
Affairs brought in a resolution to break
off relations and stop recognizing an
alien regime that is lording it over the
Polish people?

Mr. RICHARDS. 1 admit that the
Poles are dominated by Russia as they
have been dominated down through his-
tory on different occasions by Germany,
by Russia, and by France.

Mr. RANKIN. Then why should we
recognize that kind of a regime?

Mr. RICHARDS. That is water over
the dam, but I should add that the gques-
tion of recognition of a foreign power is
not decided by the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee of the House.

Mr. RANKIN. That water is still be~
hind the dam.

Mr. RICHARDS. I am not here talk-
ing about diplomacy and why nations
are recognized by other nations. I am
talking about the plight of a great people;
that is what I am talking about. I believe
that if we are going to feed people any-
where we should feed them in Poland
and Hungary.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Colmer amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a
great deal of interest to the arguments
as they have come on the floor of this
House yesterday and today with respect
to the question of the countries which
are Communist-dominated, and I as-
sume that there are Members here who
feel that we are going in one direction
in one place and that if we provide this
relief to Poland and Hungary we will be
going in another direction in another
place.

Furthermore, the argument has been
advanced that we must be coldly real-
istic, and I assume that means that we
must not think of this as a matter of
humanitarianism and charity but as a
question of major strategy. That is the
light in which I should like to discuss it.

If we vote this relief to Poland and
Hungary, we are not going in the oppo-
site direction from the direction we are
traveling in Greece and Turkey, We are
going in the same direction. We are
going in the same direction because we
know that when people are starving and
destitute they are more likely to accept
the Communist philosophy than if they
are not.

There is a safeguard in this bill which
I am afraid has not been mentioned
enough, and that is on page 5, section
5 (b), which provides:

Relief assistance to the people of any coun-
try, under this joint resolution, shall, unless
sooner terminated by the President, be termi-
nated whenever such termination is directed
by concurrent resclution to the two Houses
of the Congress.

There is no reason why, if we find that
this relief is in fact going to help the
Communist governments of these coun-
tries, we cannot withdraw it. But we
should not be defeatist about this and
say that we are incapable of providing
this relief to those who need it, to those
who are starving. Therefore, it seems
to me that the amendment to take the
Communist-dominated countries out of
the relief bill is based on a fundamental
misconception and is dangerous not only
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for our national security but for the
maintenance of world peace.

If this amendment is adopted, no re-

lief would go to Poland and Hungary.
Since no Austrian treaty has been nego-
tiated and since part of Austria is now
under Soviet domination, I assume that
that part of Austria would also be
excluded.

There is also a large part of China
which under this amendment would re-
ceive no relief.

With respect to Poland, the adoption
of this amendment would, as the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. O'Konskrl
has indicated, constitute a sort of double
betrayal. We betrayed Poland at Yalta,
and we shall be compounding this crime
if we now deprive her of relief.

There are several safeguards in the
bill, as I have tried to indicate, which
would entitle the President of the United
States to terminate relief if he found that
it was not going to the needy but was mn
fact being used for political purposes by
the Communists.

I am as desirous as anyone to adopt a
uniform and determined policy with re-
spect to our foreign affairs, and I am
unalterably opposed to the Communist
philosophy. It has always been my set-
tled conviction that we cannot and must
not attempt to go in two directions at
the same time. We must not support
communism while we are attempting to
oppose it. I believe, however, that we
will be spreading our own gospe] of free-
dom by bringing relief to the needy in
Poland and Hungary, and this is espe-
cially true in view of the provisions in
the bill which require full publicity as to
the source of the relief.

Let us not, I plead with you, by hasty
and ill-considered action throw millions
of freedom-loving and hungry Poles into
the uncharitable arms of the Commu-
nists, Let us instead give them hope,
help them to revive, and indicate to them
that we are prepared and determined to
salvage from this troubled world the
blood-soaked principles for which we
fought a successful war.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on this amendment and
the substitute amendment close in 20
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. EATON],

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee
divided, and there were—ayes 122, noes
23.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
guire how the time is to be divided? I
would like some opportunity to address
myself to the substifute amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must di-
vide the time equally among those seek-
ing recogrition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. MunDpT] for 1'%
minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the great number of people who sud-
denly desire to speak on this question, I
ask unanimous consent that the time be
extended to 40 minutes instead of 20 min-
utes.
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The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. MUNDT].

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the substitute amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COLMER],

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MuxnpT, of SBouth
Dakota, to the Colmer substitute: Strike out
period at end of Colmer substitute amend-
ment and add the following provision: “Un-
less the governments of the countries covered
by this amendment agree to the following
regulations which are hereby declared to be
applicable to every country receiving aid un-
der this act.

“The State Department shall establish and
maintain out of the funds herein authorized
for appropriation, a relief distribution mis-
sion for each of the countries receiving aid
under this act. This relief distribution mis-
sion shall be comprised solely of American
citizens who shall have been approved as to
loyalty and security by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. These missions shall have
direct supervision and control of relief sup-
plles in each country and when it is deemed
desirable by the American authorities admin-
istering the provisions of this act these re-
lief missions shall be empowered to retain
possession of these supplies up to the city or
local community where-our relief supplies are
actually made available to the ultimate con-
sumers.”

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I hope
the committee will give me very close
attention because this is an attempt to
do something for the people of Hungary
and the people of Poland. It is an effort
to make sure this relief bill really pro-
vides relief for needy people rather than
for greedy politicians.

We are faced here with a dilemma to-
day as to whether or not the people of
Hungary and Poland will be denied relief
by adoption of the Colmer amendment,
thus doing it by congressional action,
which I think is wrong, or whether to
deny the people of Hungary and Poland
relief by giving relief to the Governments
of those countries which are communis-
tically dominated so that it will still not
go to the needy of those countries. My
amendment provides a device and pro-
cedure whereby the Congress can make
this relief available to the people of
Hungary and Poland as well as other
war-devastated countries, and keeps it
under the control of the American Relief
Commission so that it is not distributed
by Communists but by Americans who
have been cleared by the FBI so we know
it is delivered without regard to party
politics or creed.

I hope you will adopt this amendment
to the Colmer substitute. It was offered
in the committee and was defeated by
one vote. I think it is an amendment
which strengthens and tightens up the
whole relief distribution set-up in all
countries, because it means that America
gets credit for the relief we are making
available., It means we are engaging, if
you please, in helping the people of
Poland and Hungary and other countries
behind the iron curtain to learn about
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the generosity of America through actu-
ally participating in its dividends.

The big weakness of UNRRA remains
in the relief bill now before you unless
we adopt this amendment. That weak-
ness was this: We failed to follow the
relief any further than the central gov-
ernments of the countries. This bill has
the same deficiency. You know and I
know if you give this relief to the central
government of Warsaw or the central
government of Budapest it will be dis-
tributed for political purposes—to aid
and fatten and strengthen the Com-
munists.

My amendment says that when it is
deemed necessary by the American au-
thorities which will very likely be in those
countries described in the Colmer pro-
potal, which my amendment modifies
and amplifies, we are empowered to fol-
low that relief clear down to the local
community. This means it will be dis-
tributed by Americans, operating as such,
recognized as such, and it will be made
available to the people rather than to
the political agencies of those countries.
If you actually want to help the hungry
people of Poland and Hungary, as I do;
if you want to make this relief available
without regard to politics or creed, as 1
do; if you want to get a dollar’s worth of
relief for a dollar expended, as I do, my
amendment plugs up the big sinkhole
that Congress left in UNRRA, which was
te give the money to the central govern-
ment, along with a set of instructions,
and exXact promises which the Commu-
nists did not keep, and then let them
handle the relief distribution which big-
hearted Americans financed. My pro-
posal empowers us to follow the relief
program all the way through.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentle-
man'’s amendment provide who shall ap-
point this commission?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. It shall be ap-
pointed by the authority administering
this act, which, I suppose, will be the
relief administrator, approved by the
United States Senate, as we have an
amendment from the Republican side
of the Foreign Affairs Committee to cre-
ate such a relief administrator.

Mr. CRAWFORD. It would also pro-
vide for the American people, who fur-
nish the dollars, a genuine accounting,
uﬁd%r American citizenship and leader-
talp

Mr. MUNDT. That is absolutely right,
and it will not permit the governments
of Budapest or Warsaw to claim that we
are denying relief to their people. We
are making it available to them on our
terms, and we are pointing out that these
terms will be the same as we are setting
up for every other country eligible for
this relief. My amendment puts an end
to appeasement in relief just as the State
Department and the White House are at
long last recognizing that the time has
come to put an end to appeasement in
international negotiations and interna-
tional policies with Communist coun-
tries.

Mr. Chairman, Poland and Hungary
can obtain relief under the Colmer
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amendment as modified and redefined
by the language of my amendment. But
my amendment assures that this relief
will go to the God-fearing, freedom-lov-
ing, independent people of Poland and
Hungary and not just those who support
the Communist regimes in those coun-
tries., It makes such guaranty effective
and definite, since it empowers the
United States to send relief missions
right up to the terminal points of relief
distribution. No longer can the central
Communist governments of those coun-
tries short-circuit American relief and
direct it to Communists only. My
amendment will stop that type of per-
version of American generosity for all
time to come. My amendment makes
this relief bill one which will feed the
defenders of freedom who are hungry
with the same generosity that it feeds the
apostles of communism.

It will feed hungry people, Mr. Chair-
man, rather than the political creeds of
hatred. And it will authorize American
relief missions comprised of sturdy
American citizens screened by our Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation to make the
on-the-spot distribution of relief re-
quired in cerfain circumstances to be
positive that those who receive American
relief know that it is American relief
and not Communist aid from Russia. It
will also make certain that American re-
lief is used to maintain life in needy
areas without regard for creed, color, or
nationality rather than being used as
UNRRA so frequently was to maintain in
power a political clique of godless Com-
munists who have imposed themselves
upon the long-suffering people of such
countries as Poland and Hungary. I
urge support for my amendment to the
Colmer amendment and then for the
Colmer amendment as rewritten by the
Mundt amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Lesinski]l for 3
minutes.

Mr, LESINSKI. - Mr. Chairman, I just
want to call attention to the fact that
away back in 1943 when an appropria-
tion was being made for OWI and 0SS, 1
stood on this floor to deny them that ap-
propriation. I then attempted to prove
to the House that OWI was dominated
by Communists and they were selling
Russia to Europe and to the small coun-
tries, instead of selling Uncle Sam who
was producing this money. That is why
we have all this trouble today. Who sold
out those countries? If was our Govern-
ment.

That is why if you deny relief to these
little countries today that 10 or 15 years
from today Russia will not be a country
of 180,000,000 people, but a country of
350,000,000. Then if war comes where
are we? I say we should give relief but
give it in a proper way under our terms
where we distribute it to the people and
can tell them that it is coming from
Uncle Sam, that we love them.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, LESINSKI. I yield.
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Mr. MUNDT. I hope, then, I may
have the gentleman’s support of my
amendment, because it does exactly what
the gentleman has so eloguently enunci-
ated.

Mr. LESINSEKI. If we are going to
distribute food there is only one way to
do it, that is it should be handled by our
Army, or military officials, in coopera-
tion with our own welfare organizations
in the field, and we have plenty of them,
the Jewish Welfare, the YMCA, the Sal-
vation Army, the Catholic Relief organ-
ization. They can put people over there
and distribute it in a better manner.

Mr. MUNDT. This provides for dis-
tribution by American personnel.

Mr. COLMEEK, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield.

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman under-
stands, of course, that under the bill
that is not done, but the money is turned
over to the government in control.

Mr. LESINSKI. We want to furn no
money over to any government; we want
to feed the people ourselves. Uncle Sam
will do the job right.

Mr. COLMER. But the point I am
making is that the bill does not do that.

Mr. LESINSKI. Under the bill, how-
ever, you are going to deny food to any
country under Communist domination.
How then are you going to make this
distribution of food? It just cannot be
done.

Mr. COLMER. It cannot be done un-
der the provisions of the bill, I may say
to the gentleman.

Mr. FULTON, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlema: yield?

Mr, LESINSKI. I yield.

Mr. FULTON. Does the gentleman
know that when Mr. Hoover appeared
before the Foreign Affairs Committee he
commented on this very matter? He was
asked this:

Mr. FouToN. Mr. Hoover, this act proposes
fo put funds and food into the countries
through the foreign governments as chan-
nels by making contracts with them.,

Mr. Hoover. I do not want to sustain the
“ins" in any government that there may be
in any of these countries. I think probably
putting the supplies through the channels
outlined might operate to do that very thing.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan may proceed for two addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time has been
fixed by the committee on this debate.

Mr. FULTON. Then I offer the gen-
tleman my time, having time myself.

The CHAIRMAN. That cannot be
done in the Committee of the Whole.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I seek rec-
ognition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr, COX. Mr. Chairman, the shadow
of Communist Russia falls across the
threshold of every home, every pulpit,
every schoolroom, and the pathway of
every child in this world today; and for
the creation of this monster who has all
mankind shaking in its boots, we cannot
escape at least part responsibility. The
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hunger and suffering you propose to re-
lieve are hunger and suffering which in
part at least, has been brought about by
Russia.

Russia is one of the two great world
powers. Russia contributes nothing to
relieve the distress that she has caused
and there is no indication that she will
do so.

We here in this bill continue the policy
of appeasement which is responsible for
a great many of our woes. The bill
undermines the President in his deter-
mination to stop Russia through the ex-
tension of aid to Greece and Turkey and
lowers public opinion in our ability to be
realistic, consistent, or forthright about
anything. .

If the feeding and the clothing of all
the world is a responsibility that rests
upon us, without regard to friend or foe
or for the effect upon our own people,
then the bill is fanltless; but if the sol-
vency and the soundness of our Govern-
ment, and if the security of our people,
are our first consideration, then the hill
is in part bad. The substitute offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Cormerl, as amended by the Mundt
amendment, I am confident it would be
well for this bedy to adopt because, as he
observed, any relief extended must be
administered in a sense by the govern-
ment involved.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FoLTON].

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, further
answering the previous gentleman on
the matter we were discussing, Mr. Hoo-
ver was asked whether this would be
the practical method of doing it when
he was before the Commitiee on For-
eign Affairs sitting in the Old House
Office Building caucus room. We dis-
cussed this very question. In fact, I
asked Mr. Hoover the question to find
out whether it would be possible to ac-
complish this distribution in a way that
we would not be putting the money and
the food through channels that already
existed in the governments of these
countries. This question was asked:

Do you suggest any other methods of dis-
tribution to those countries, through our
own people, possibly, or the Red Cross, or
some ofher agency?

Mr. Hoover answered as follows:

One must bear in mind that all of these
countries have a certain amount of food
supply. They are all rationing their popu-
lation. Whatever the imports are, they must
be assimrilated into their rationing systems.
It is impossinle to separate the imports from
the domestie supplies.

Therefore, the primary dependence still
must be placed on their rationing system
and the only thing that we can do by way
of control is to determine what would be
a sufiiciency to them, and then expect the
country to see that they carry out distribu-
tion honestly. It is to check such action
that I suggest there should be no contrac-
tural period. If they failed to carry out the
very proper conditions which we laid ouf,
then the supplies could be stopped.

Mr. Hoover with his adequate experi-
ence on the relief of starving peoples
advocates to make use of the rationing
systems of the various countries.
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Mr. LESINSKI. Will the various wel-
fare organizations help to carry out this
work?

Mr. FULTON. We are going to do
that, We are sending over people un-
der the State Department who are go-
ing to watch closely to see that the pro-
gram in each country is carried on in
a proper way and have a fair system as
between public and private agencies.

Mr. LESINSKI. There are some peo-
ple who have food; there are others who
have none.

Mr. FULTON. We are going to send
people there to watch and see that starv-
ing people actually receive it.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Hoover recoms-
mends that we not make a long-term
contract. He suggests we send this food
to them, and leave the supervision in
the hands of our own people so we can
discontinue it if they violate the working
arrangement.

Mr. FULTON. That is exactly right.
We are going to watch it closely. We are
not going to get tied up by contracts that
will tie our hands.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. May I say that my
amendment provides that that continues
to be provided for because it does not
change that contractual arrangement at
all. It simply gives the advance guard
of Americans the opportunity to see that
the people who need it get relief rather
than the people who go along with the
particular creed of a particular political
government over there.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to my good
friend the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. The gentleman
knows I was in Europe 2 years ago. I
share the same apprehension as the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI].
If it is channeled through the Govern-
ment, this food supply will come under
the same domination as our UNRRA sup-
ply, and it did not reach the people for
whom it was intended.

Mr. FULTON. I was afraid of that,
too. May I say that Mr. Hoover stated
that the method proposed by this bill
is the way to do it, and that it cannot
be done in a practical way otherwise. I
think the furnishing of this food is the
best argument that democracy can go
forward. It is our best advertising and
salesmanship for democracy. This bill
provides food, it is not armament we are
giving them.

WE FOUGHT NAZISM AND THE JAPS

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SABATH],

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I am
indeed amazed by the statement that
was made by my friend and colleague the
gentleman from Georgia a few minutes
ago, when he stated that Russia was re-
sponsible for the want and misery that

Chairman,
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exist in the devastated countries of
Europe.

Mr. COX. 1 said in part responsible.

Mr. SABATH. I am glad to hear the
gentleman modify his statement. How-
ever, it seems that he has forgotten that
it was Germany, the Nazis, that brought
about this war; that we fought nazism
and the Japs, not Russia. If was Russia
that actually liberated the Poles, the
Czechoslovakians, and the peoples of
other eastern European countries. I re-
gret that not only he but several other
gentlemen continuously exaggerate the
fear of communism and charge these
people who are striving for freedom and
liberty, who are opposed to oppression
and exploitation, and who are seeking to
better their living conditions, with being
Communists. It is natural and proper
that people of the smaller nations who
were liberated by the Russian armies
should show their appreciation by a
friendly attitude.
THE PEOPLE ARE FREEDOM-LOVING DEMOCRATS

Now, what I want to bring home is
this: I agree with the gentleman from
Wisconsin, and with the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Ricxarps] when he
says that the people of Hungary are not
Communists. That is true of the other
small countries. The people themselves
are freedom-loving democrats, very
similar to ourselves in temperament, in
industry, and in devotion to our own
principles of freedom and equality. I
know these people, and I know they are
not Communists.

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that I
sat for a total of 28 years on the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion and the Committee on Foreigr Af-
fairs. I am the only member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee of the First
World War now sitting in this House.
I think I can say with weight that I
know something about Europe.

The Poles and the Czechoslovakians
have a tradition of democracy and of
representative government which goes
back hundreds of years, long before Ger-
man greed and might wiped out their
independence. They kept alive their
sacred flame of freedom, and at the first
opportunity successfully rebelled against
the Austro-Hungarian yoke and thus
helped hasten the victorious end of the
First World War. It is true that in both
countries drastic measures have had to
be taken to bridge over the emergency
of postwar recovery and reconstruction;
but these countries actually have coali-
tion governmerits, in most of which the
Communists are a small minority, just
as among the people only a very small
minority are Communists.

In Czechoslovakia particularly, Presi-
dent Eduard Benes has succeeded in
maintaining a democratic and repre-
sentative government despite all obsta-
cles, just as he maintained the integrity
of the constitutional Government of
Czechoslovakia in exile after the Munich
betrayal and through the horror of the
War years.

Naturally, these countries are not go-
ing to start a war against Russia, as
some of the gentlemen here seem to
think this country should do; but that
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does not mean they are dominated by
Russia.
WHO WAS THE ENEMY?

It seems to me that certain gentlemen
in this country are more solicitous of the
welfar> and future of the enemy which
tried to destroy civilization at the cost
of 20,000,000 casualties and the expendi-
ture of billions upon billions of dollars,
who wrought destruction and suffering
and misery to nearly the whole of Europe,
than for those who fought side by side
with us, and who themselves suffered in
their own lands destruction of property
and of human life and of liberty.

Even while the war was on, there were
Americans who assailed and criticized
the people of Russia and Yugoslavia, and
many went so far as to wish that Hitler
and the Nazis could defeat Russia.

Almost to the same degree as now
these people attacked Russia and what
they termed “the Russian satellites,” all
for the purpose of creating a false fear
that America and our form of govern-
ment are endangered by communism.

There are fair-minded people in Amer-
ica who are not prejudiced by the flood
of twisted propaganda from radio com-
mertators, columnists, and writers, all
subservient to the reactionaries, the
vested interests, the cartels, and even the
hidden Nazi-Fascist forces of the United
States.

SHOULD DEMONSTRATE OUR SYMPATHY

I think we should demonstrate to these
people who suffered from Nazi devasta-
tion, looting, stealing, and destruction
that we sympathize with them; that we
are desirous of showing our friendsip
again by offering them much-needed
aid.

There are no finer people anywhere
than those you are trying to exclude from
the benefits of this legislation. Time
after time the offspring and the descend-
ants of those same people, here in our
own country, have demonstrated, in war
and in peace, that they are devoted to
democratic institutions. They have giv-
en their lives in the fullest measure of
proof for their country and ours; and
the devotion to freedom and democracy
of the people there in Europe is no less
full.

No one is more opposed than I am fo
nurturing the spread of communism—
but this bill is to provide aid to the starv-
ing and needy people of the devastated
countries.

The way to win friends for our kind of
democracy is to make communism un-
attractive by showing the greater bene-
fits of democratic liberties and high liv-
ing standards.

RELIEF INTENDED FOR VICTIMS OF NAZI
AGGRESSION

Remember that the people this bill is
intended to help are the ruthless victims
of Nazi oppression,

Since 1933—for 14 long years—they
have been engaged in a constant struggle
to maintain their independence and to
establish free governments of their own.

Hitler drove the people of southeastern
Europe toward the arms of Russia by a
declared war of extermination which,
had it not been for Allied victory, would
have cost 30,000,000 lives,
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I venture to say that 95 percent of the
people in these devastated areas are not
Communist. They are patriotic nation-
als of their own countries. They are try-
ing to find a way to restore stable gov-
ernment and stable economy after 14
years of horror and looting and killing,
against foreign aggression, and encircle-
ment.

We have not heard a word on this
floor in regard to the dangers from
fascism in this country or in Europe.

The fact is that there is greater dan-
ger from Nazi-Fascist dictatorship than
there is from Communist dictatorship,
both here and abroad.

SAFEGUARDS AGAINST ABUSE ARE PROVIDED

Although what we provide in this bill
is only 57 percent of the total amount of
money needed to prevent misery and
starvation in these war-torn countries,
we will have full and complete control
of the distribution of the supplies
bought with the money.

Inspection and reports are provided.

I feel that the bill is so carefully drawn
that misuse is practically impossible.

I am equally certain that every pre-
caution will be taken by the administra-
tors to see that no country and no people
entitled to aid will receive assistance.

Remember that it has not been Russia
who has threatened the independence of
the Slavic people, not only during the
Hitler period but for centuries back, but
the Germans with their dreams of the
“drang nach osten”—the drive to the
east.

Pan-Germanism has threatened to en-
gulf all Europe time after time. The Ger-
mans have always intended, and I
suspect they still intend if they get the
chance, to enslave all the Balkans and
the Ukraine and Poland for a victorious
march to the southern seas through
eastern Europe.

It was the Russians who liberated the
Slavic countries from the Nazi tyranny.
They would be less than human if they
did not feel grateful to Russia.

The United States has helped South
American countries.

. Il hope that they are grateful for that
elp.

But that does not mean that we dom-
inate the countries of South America or
dictate their policies.

MARSHALL REFPORT ENCOURAGING

The report to the Nation made by the
Secretary of State, Gen. George C. Mar-
shall, is encouraging and reassuring, in
spite of the seeming lack of conclusive-
ness of the conferences, and it should be
gratifying to the American people who
have no desire to be plunged into a Third
World War.

Both General Marshall and Premier
Stalin feel that there is ample oppor-
tunity for understanding and coopera-
tion between our couniry and Russia.
That opinion also has been expressed by
former Under Secretary of State Sumner
Welles. I feel sure that if the opinion
for former Secretary of State Cordell
Hull could be obtained he would agree.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Javits].
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Mr., JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Colmer amendment
and in opposition to the Mundt substi-
tute. I see no particular good or harm
to be gained out of the Smith amend-
ment first proposed.

Let us not forget that this is the first
full-dress foreign-policy debate in this
House, The world is watching this de-
bate. Parties and members will be
weighed by people in every district in
our country, and by the people of the
werld, as to whether they are isolation-
ists or men who understand what is hap-
pening in the new world, by how they
vote here when the yeas and nays are
called on the vote that has already gone
through on the $200,000,000 proposal,
and the vote that is to come on the whole
bill. Let us try to lift the scales from
the eyes of people who will not see.
Those who are doing what they are
in frying to kill this bill are play-

- ing directly into the hands of Russia.

We had it demonstrated last night.
General Marshall said that Premier
Stalin told him that what he wants is
delay—that there is no hurry about set-
tling Europe’s problems. He wants
Europe, which is hungry and destitute,
to get no help from America, to get no
state of security and order. The U. S.
S. R. for example is absolutely opposed to
any action to take care of the refugees
and DP’s; they say, send them back to
the countries they came from, even to
those countries where they are sure to be
persecuted for their political opinions.
Why? Because no settlement—despair,
discord, misery—all those things play
into the hands of a communism which
promise relief to such unfortunates.
Communism is a religion for the des-
perate. If you want it, defeat this bill.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, JAVITS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. CHELF. In other words, you can-
not teach a man democracy on an empty
stomach.

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly, and you can-
not teach dead men not to be Commu-
nists

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr,
HinsHAW ],

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I hope
you will realize the facts about a few
things that are going on abroad and
amalgamate them into your thinking.
In these countries that are back of the
“iron curtain” there is no possibility
whatsoever of any United States agency
going in and finding out who is hungry
and saying, “Here, my friend, here is
something for you to eat.” Those coun-
tries all have rationing systems, ration
cards, and they are not going to permit
you to go in there and find the hungry
and feed them. You must do it through
the local government organization.
That is the first thing.

Then, of course, the second thing that
comes along is the question, Who has the
ration cards? Of course, many of you
know, or you have heard people from
abroad tell you that those ration cards
that carry the greatest amount of food
go to those who are subservient to the
Communist way of thinking, and the
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others get them if they are willing to go
along. Many of them have taken out
Comimunist cards in order to get ration
cards. It is the Russian Government
that is holding back on these people and
not us. They use the ration card as a
political weapon. If by any means what-
soever our country can devise a way so
that the rationing is distributed equally
in those countries, and fairly, as we see a
thing as fair, then we will have done
something worth while and can help in
the feeding of those people who are be-
ing permitted to starve. That is basic.

The next thing is that they are obtain-
ing from every one of those people be-
hind the iron curtain a complete list of
their relatives in the United States by
name and address; and here in this coun-
try, as I am sure the gentleman from
South Dakota can tell you, they are
contacting those relatives and saying,
“Now, your friends and relatives are with
us. Will you go along with us or won’
you?” It is a powerful persuader and
aids in the building of the Communist
fifth column in this country.

We have that sort of thing to combat.
It is not such a simple matter as one
might assume.. In our way of think-
ing it is hard tuv understand. We must
put ourselves in the same way of thinking
in our own minds as they think in Eu-
rope before we can understand those
things. That is the basic reason why 1
must oppose the amendment offered by
my good friend from Mississippi. I think
the gentleman from South Dakota is
trying to do the right thing in his amend-
ment, but I am sure it will be not at all
effective, because of course the Russian
Government would not any more allow
that sort of agent to go in there and say
who is going to get food in those coun-
tries than we would allow the Soviet
agents to come into this country and say
whether or not their sympathizers here
shall obtain their help from abroad.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. If the gentleman’s con-
tention is correct—and it conceivably
may be—then at least the Russian Gov-
ernment, which deprives its own people
of food that we are offering to make
available to them, is undermining itself.

Mr. HINSHAW. I understand that the
Soviet Government has a way of remov=
ing nonconformists. More than 20,000,
000 of them are said to have disappeared,
and many are taken every day to concen-
tration camps worse than Buchenwald
or Dachau. Behind the iron curtain it
takes real courage to maintain the hu-
man right to freedom.

Mr. Chairman, no one here has denied
that these peoples were sold out at Yalta.
Under authority to extend my remarks,
I include the following articles, the pur-
port of which has not been denied:

[From the Washington Evening Star of
March 27, 1947]

ROOSEVELT OUTTRADED BY STALIN AT YALTA—
Moscow PUBLICATTION oF PacT SHOWS UNITED
STATES COMMITTED

(By Jay G. Hayden)
The late President Roosevelt's amazing se-
cret generosity to Premier Stalin at Yalta has
again been evidenced in the publication at
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Moscow of the agreement of these two with
Churchill dissenting, on a $20,000,000,000
total of reparations from Germany, 50 per-
cent of it for Russia,

Secretary of State Marshall disputed Molo-
tov's reassertion of this claim on the ground
that it had been superseded at Potsdam, and
Foreign Secretary Bevin said 1t was of no
standing anyhow because Churchill refused
to sign it.

The ink scarcely had dried on the joint
communiqué, following the Yalta Confer-
ence, before it became apparent that much
more went on there than was immediately
revealed.

The communiqué was issued on February
12, 1945, and just a week later it cropped
up that the Atlantic Charter had been re-
vised. As originally written, this document
said its signers, Roosevelt and Churchill,
“wish to see sovereign rights and self-govern-
ment restored to those who have been forcibly
deprived of them."”

“AGGRESSOR NATIONS"

At Yalta there was added to this sentence
the words, “by the aggressor nations,” the
obvious purpose being to exempt territories
taken forcibly by so-called “nonagressor na-
tions," such as Russia’s conquest of the Bal-
tic States and portions of Poland, Finland,
and Rumania.

Since the Atlantic Charter was issued
solely by Roosevelt and Churchill, presum-
ably they had the right to change it in the
same personal fashion, but it is doubtful
if this is so of other secret agreements which
were subscribed to at Yalta.

On February 27, 1945, Churchill for the
first time revealed details of the agreement
respecting Polish borders, including modifi-
cation of the Curzon Line to give Russia the
important city of Lwow, and allotment to
Poland of the German province of Upper
Silesia and “such other territories east of
the Oder River as may be decided at the
peace conference.”

The latter referred to the Oder-Neisse River
line, transferring to Poland territory contain-
ing 9,500,000 Germans.

In his Stuttgart speech last year Secretary
Byrnes began trying to mitigate that com-
mitment and Secretary Marshall is expected
to do the same.

Yalta was little more than a month old be-
fore it leaked out successively that the
Ukraine and White Russia had been recog-
nized separately in order to give Russia three
votes In the United Natlons, and that Rus-
sla’s Insistence on an “individual veto” in
that body also had been acceded to.

BIGGEST CONCESSION

Not till February 1946 did there come to
light the blggest concession of all to. the
Soviet. This was the grant to her in ex-
change for a promise to enter the war against
Japan “within 2 or 3 months after Ger-
many has surrendered.” To win that assur-
ance Roosevelt and Churchill signed away to
Russia Outer Mongolia, the whole Eurile
chain of islands, half of the island of Sak-
halin, and in Manchuria exclusive occupa-
tion of the Port Arthur naval base and a
half share with China in control of the com-
mercial port of Dairen,

China was not even consulted before this
purloining of her territory, and as subse-
quently developed, Russia's entrance into the
Japanese war, on the very last day of her
commitment, bred nothing but trouble,
Ever since, the United States and Britain
have been trying to get the Russian Armies
back home.

Not the least Interesting element in all
this was President Roosevelt's assumption of
the right single-handed so to commit the
Nation. Members of Congress have searched
in vain for any provision, constitutional or
otherwise, that invests the President with
such broad right, except as his proposals later
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may be submitted to the Senate and approved
by it.

In this instance also there is the fact that
Mr, Roosevelt at Yalta was reduced both
physically and mentally. He died 2 months
later. It is no wonder, perhaps, that he was
outtraded by Stalin, but this circumstance
calls all the more for some action to assure
that this sort of thing shall not happen again.

[From the Washington Evening Star of
March 21, 1947]
ON THE RECORD
(By Dorothy Thompson)

Bit by bit the falsity and inadequacy of
all measures taken during and since the war
to keep the peace come to light. These are
the falsity of the concept of congenitally
good and bad nations, according to which
nature has shown favoritism in distributing
righteousness and sin; the idea that per-
petual punishment is an agent of reform;
the belief that the calculated destruction
of energies anywhere can contribute to gen-
eral prosperity; the empty hope that a com-
mon law can emerge Wwithout a common
ethos; and, finally, that the structure erected
and hailed at San Francisco is an instrument
of collective security, and the “beginning”—
as President Roosevelt put it—of a world
constitution.

“Murder will out,” and so will truth—no
matter what is marked "top secret”” The
truth has been out for a long time for any-
one with eyes to see. Even for the nonre-
ligious there must have been some eignifi-
cance In the fact that the San Francisco
Conference opened without an appeal for the
blessing of God. The peace devised could
bear reference to no standards, so prayer was
properly omitted.

But, as the roadside posters used to pro-
claim in the small-town evangelical commu-
nities of my childhood: “Be sure your sins
will find you out.,”

They will,

In Moscow it is revealed that the United
States, at Yalta, agreed to reparations i
the form of the forced labor of human per-
sons—to be delivered regardless of any crimes
they may have committed. They were com-
mon soldiers, drafted like other soldiers, and
by an cmnipotent state in which conscien-
tlous objection was a capital crime. They
were protected during the war by the self-
interest of those whose nationals were also
prisoners and by those conventions designed
somewhat to mitigate the barbarisms of war.

Then, after surrender, to the gallows with
those who imported forced labor to Germany,
and up with the new slaveholders.

What of you, President Roosevelt, who had
sworn on your deepest political conviction
and religlous faith that the Allies will not
enslave the German people, because the Allies
do not traffic in human slavery?

Yet your signature was on that infamy.
How desperately i1l you must have been, Per-
haps not always there, already—at moments—
as the weeping Churchill reported, as though
in another world.

What of you, Mr. Churchill—intrepid lover
of freedom? Magnanimous, sanguine, and
in some ways wise,

And what of you, Mr, Stalin? For nearly a
generation invoking the solidarity of the
workers of the world.

Did you think that nazism would be on
trial in victory over it?

Democracy, freedom, communism were, and
are, on trial.

How broken their citadels.

Now comes President Truman calling for
resolute action. The United Nations is de-
signed to make possible lasting freedom and
independence for all its members, but, “we
have considered how the United Nations
might assist in this [the Greek] crisis. But
the situation is an urgent one requiring im-
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mecdiate action, and the United Nations and
its related organizations are not in a posi-
tion to extend help of the kind that 1Is
required.”

The definition of a “crisis” implies *“ur-
gency.”

The UN was never designed as an organi-
zation that could create a world law and a
world police, through which alone the free-
dom of all could be maintained. The ter-
rible gaps were in the original Dumbarton
Oaks plan., Yet the State Department itself
went up and down the country selling it to
the American people as an infallible instru-
ment of collective security, and to raise a
doubt was almost high treason.

H. G. Wells said of the League of Nations
to a lady who thought it a beginning: “¥You
can't make an automobile cut of the begin-
nings of a perambulator.” The UN is no
better.

It was never possible to enforce peace,
Only law can be enforced. Without world
law there can be no world police; without
a world ethos there can be no law.

The United States has no authority to
police the world. The UN has no authority
elther because it is not an instrument of
law, but only an international debating
soclety participated In by sovereign states
each swayed by sacred egoism.

That is the trouble and the United States
should take its stand, not in Greece nor
on German reparations, but on UN reform—
making it a genuine law-creating and law-
enforcing agency. There we can afford a
show-down, because our position will be
above reproach.

As Senator TYpiNgs said, “The sands in the
hourglass grow less and less.”

[From the Washington Post]
ROOSEVELT AT YALTA
(By Ernest Lindley)
VIOLATED AGREEMENTS CAUSE TROUBLE

It is being said more and more frequently
that President Roosevelt was outtraded at
the Yalta Conference. Certainly he made
some very important concessions to the Rus-
sians. In view of subsequent developments,
it is regrettable that certain of these con-
cessions were made.

Roosevelt knew he was paying a high price.
But he did not believe that it was too high
for what he was promised in return.

First, he obtained specific Russian com-
mitments to join the war against Japan. As
it turned out, we did not need Russian aid
against Japan. But in February 1945 the
prevailing view was that Russian participa-
tion would shorten the war against Japan
and save many American lives. This was
certainly the view of the President’'s prineipal
military advisers. We did not yet have
atomic bombs and could not be sure that we
would have them. The first great fire raids
with B-29's had not yet been launched.
There was, moreover, a widely held view that
even if Japan proper were rather thoroughly
bombed out—and perhaps even if it were
congquered—the Japanese armies on the con-
tinent would continue to fight, using Man-
churia, with its war industries, as a base.

Secondly, Roosevelt sought assurance that
the portions of eastern Europe overrun by
the Red Army in the process of defeating the
Axis would be restored as independent demo-
cratic nations. He sought and obtained as-
surance that provisional governments in these
countries would represent all democratic
parties and that they would be compelled
to hold free elections. The Soviet Union
agreed that the handling of these matters
should be a joint responsibility of the Big
Three, not of the Soviet Unlon alone. These
agreements were warmly applauded in Con-
gress. As Roosevelt himself said, they were
not all that could be desired. But they would
have served adequately if the Soviet Union
had lived up to them.
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It is true that various ambiguities and
loopholes assisted the Soviet Union in evad-
ing its commitments. But the Eremlin
plainly viclated not only the spirit but the
letter of these pledges.

Roosevelt saw before his death that the

Boviet Union was welching on its pledge
concerning the reconstruction of the Polish
provisional government. He was anxious and
angry,
A third objective which Roosevelt sought at
Yalta was to nail down Soviet participation
in the United Nations. The Soviet Union
had never shown much real :nterest in the
United Nations idea. The Dumbarton Oaks
Conference had left unsolved the critical
question of great power voting rights.
Roosevelt worked out a compromise at Yal-
ta. It was probably as good a compromise as
could be obtained. The Soviet Union has
been trying to pull away from that compro-
mise ever since. It has consistently stood for
very broad interpretations of the veto right
of the great powers. It brought the Ean
Francisco Conference to a temporary impasse
on this very question.

Concerning several of the concessions made
by Roosevelt at Yalta, it should be noted fur-
ther that he conceded no more than he was
powerless to prevent. For example, the
United States could not prevent the Soviet
Union from moving into Manchurla and re-
establishing a base at Port Arthur and con-
trol over the Manchurian raflroads. It could
not prevent the Soviet Union from occupying
the southern half of S8akhalin Island or con-
trolling Outer Mongolia. Neither China nor
any other nation could prevent the Soviet
Union from taking these steps. Roosevelt
considered it better to have a definite under-
standing on such questions in advance rather
than to wait until the Soviet Union was in
physical control of these areas. The Soviet
Uniun also apparently wanted a definite un-
derstanding not only with the United States
and Britain but with China.

Taken as a whole, the main trouble with
the Yalta agreements was not that Roosevelt
was outtraded but that the Soviet Union
failed to keep some of its pledges. The
United States was outcollected. Any bargain
which is observed by one side but violated by
the other side is bound to be lopsided in its
effect.

For the fallure to bring more pressure
sooner on the Russians to keep their promises
many things and men are to blame. But
Roosevelt is not among them insofar as the
Yalta pledges are concerned.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlemen from South Carolina
[Mr. BRYson].

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
willing and anxious, as in the past, to
render every possible assistance I can to
the troubled, confused, misled, and mis-
placed peoples of the earth. The law of
self-preservation, however, prompts me
to oppose communism with all my
strength. I hope that the House will
adopt the amendment which excludes
communistic-dominated countries from
participating in any iunds we may ap-
propriate. From the days when the
Greeks, who had been unsuccessfully be-
sieging a city for 9 years, finally captured
and destroyed that city by secretly in-
troducing within its walls their own sol-
diers concealed in a harmless-looking
wooden horse, mankind has always been
more or less aware that secrei enemies
within the gates are far more dangerous
than open enemies without. Today and
for a long time the Urited States has
been harboring and even protecting a
Trojan horse in the form of communism,
Now at long last, and in the present criti-
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cal conditior of the world, we are becom-
ing aware of the hostile, powerful, dan-
gerous presence in our midst of & secret
group of persons calling themselves
Americans but giving paramount alle-
giance to a foreign power.

Communism is not dangerous as a
mere political theory, or as a ‘mere eco-
nomie theory. It must stand or fall by
its own effectiveness or failure in opera-
tion. We do not bar thinging in this
country. People have a right to ideas,
even to ideas of change. We cannot leg-
islate against ideas, and we do not wish
to do so. All we ask is that ideas be sub-
mitted to the bar of reason snd public
opinion. Nor is communism dangerous
because its adherents constitute a polit-
ical party. We believe in political par-
ties in this country. They are essential
to the mechanism of democratic govern-
ment, and this is true not only of the two
major political parties but of the numer-
ous smaller political parties—the parties
built around one idea, which from time to
time have appeared, and not infrequent-
Iy have contributed to the development
of the Nation.

However, the communism with which
we are faced today is not a theory or
a political party, but a conspiracy. It
is a highly organized, closely integrated,
strongly disciplined organization, cease-
lessly plotting to overthrow the Govern-
ment of the United States, as part of a
world-wide revolution. Under whatever
camouflage of idealistic verbiage its po-
sitions are urged, it has one immediate
purpose from which it never deviates,
which is to support the designs of Soviet
Russia.

It is surprising indeed that American
citizens, enjoying the prosperity and
freedom of this country, a degree of
prosperity and freedom never before en-
joyed by the masses of plain people in
any country in the whole history of the
world, can be brought to plot against
the security of the country which gave
them these benefits. Read the report
of the Canadian Royal Commission
which investigated the Soviet spy ring
in Canada, and see how it is done. Sci-
entists violated their own oaths in order
to beiray the secrets of atomic energy
to agents of Moscow. Add to that group
an array of the frustrated, the discon-
tented, the misfits, and the victims of
injustices as still remain in our democ-
racy, and then let these all be manipu-
lated by the shrewd, unprincipled, highly
trained leadership of masters of intrigue,
themselves financed and directed by an
international organization, and there
you have a picture of communism as we
have to deal with it within the borders
of this country.

The communistic conspiracy has a
highly developed technique, elaborated
by international experts, who have spent
decades in studying how to create mass
discontent and disorder, and how to use
the confusion thus created to further
their own purposes. The methods are
well known, and have been considerably
publicized, yet they are not always easy
to recognize on the spot when they are
in operation.

The first objective is to infiltrate into
the armed forces, create bad morale and
propagandize soldiers and sailors so that
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they will aid or at least not hinder an
actual taking over of the country by
physical force. It was in this way that
the original' Communist success was
gained in the Russian revolution of 1918.
We have been very fortunate in this re-
spect in this country. Before the war,
efforts to win our servicemen did not get
much response, and official quarters
were on their guard. During the war
there was not much danger because we
were fighting on the same side as Russia.
The situation is different now.

The next great area in which Com-
munists plan first to infiltrate and then
to dominate, is organized labor. Organ-
ized labor, where captured, provides
them with a source of funds, a propa-
ganda outlet, a means for stirring discon~
tent, and if necessary, a weapon of
sabotage. “Controlled unions,” as a re-
cent writer points out, “contribute heav-
ily to the various party fronts and
causes. They in turn serve as fronts
for diverse propaganda schemes. They
can picket consulates and Government
offices with practiced skill. When condi-
tions warrant, strikes can be provoked
s0 as to create the atmosphere of unrest
in which communism thrives. And,
finally, if communistic policy so dictates,
they can actually sabotage essential pro-
duction. Thus the 1945 shipping strike
to bring back the soldiers—American,
not Russian—was an example of politi-
cal sabotage, intended to weaken the
United States on the international front.
The method ordinarily used to gain con-
trol of a labor union is to send a few
organizers to work in a plant, then join
the union, then gain minor offices in
the union, then start currents of dis.
content against the helpless officers of
the union, then get themselves or certain
handpicked tools, elected to the higher
offices, then expel or discredit any local
opposition which may exist, and even-
tually confrol the funds and adopt poli-
cies. When, as sometimes happens, their
men by similar tactics have reached top
positions in the international union, they
can both rule and perpetuate their own
power.

Communists never neglect the intel-
lectual fronf. By such measures as were
revealed in Canada, they penetrate aca-
demic circles, as well as dramatic, mu-
sical, artistic, and literary groups. They
publish vast amounts of literature, skill-
fully adapted to different classes of
readers. Some of it is frankly Commu-
nist. More is disguised to seem non-
Communist.

Liberal-minded persons in all circles,
and especially in government, are a par-
ticular target. Being open-minded, and
proud of being so, they are ready to lis-
ten to new ideas, and not always shrewd
enough to find out they are being used.
Being sympathetic to the underprivi-
leged, they sometimes prove credulous
to communistic claims of idealism:. En-
tirely innocent and logal Americans are
liable to find their names used to guar-
antee the respectability of organizations
whose real, though covert, purpose is
revolution. Every effort is made by Com-
munists to get these sympathizers, if not
their own members, into key positions in
government, labor, education, military
life. By and large their success has,
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fortunately for us, not been commensu-
rate with their efforts.

I am not here discussing the theo-
retical basis of communism. As I said
before, its future as an economic and
political theory will be judged by man-
kind on its merits. I do wish to point
out, however, that it is spiritually at the
furthest removed from all that has made
for the best life of America. Communism
is sheer materialism. Beginning from
its founder, Karl Marx, it excludes spirit-
ual considerations, except, of course,
where it finds it can use them temporarily
for purposes of strategy. Its interpreta-
tion of history is purely in terms of eco-
nomic determination. Ithasno theory of
human rights as against the powers of
the state: witness the millions of slave
laborers now in concentration camps in
Russia. It renounces religion as the
“opiate of the people,” and for years pro-
moted the Godless League. For years it
tried unsuccessfully to rid Russia of re-
ligion altogether. Now it tolerates what
it could not destroy, but atheism is still
part of its basic theory, and it regards
the Christian church as its worst enemy.

Communism acknowledges no moral
laws where the interests of the state, as
conceived by its leaders and dictators,
may be involved. Lies are an instrument
of policy. Communist leaders are always
changing their names, hiding under
aliases, and traveling about the world on
forged passports. A denial by a Com-
munist that he is a Communist means
nothing. The party lists are kept smaller
than they need to be so that it will not
even be suspected that many of the most
active agents are Communists. In any
case party lists are not made public and
sources of income are secret. There is
little doubt that over a long period the
American Communist Party was directly
financed from Russia, just as its policies
have always been imported from the same
country.

Evidence on the latter point is crystal
clear. The leaders of American com-
munism are not elected by the members.
They are chosen by and may be deposed
by Moscow, as in the recent deposition
of Earl Browder. The “party line” in
America is not the consensus of common
thinking by American Communists, it is
the line laid down abroad. The party
cannot even hold a convention except by
the consent of the executive committee
of the Communist International. When
g convention is held, representatives of
the International have the right to par-
ticipate in meetings both of the central
party and local organizations, and oppose
the American leaders if the “line” of the
Jatter “diverges from the instructions of
the executive committee of the Commu-
nist International.”

The Communist International was
theoretically terminated by Stalin dur-
ing the war, as a gesture to his western
allies. There is no reason to doubt that
it functions as always, directed by Mos-
cow, its decisions reaching American
Communists via Paris,

The number of American Communists
is so-small, with less than 100,000 en-
rolled, and its program so at variance
with American ideas, institutions, and
needs, that the whole movement might
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easily be regarded as negligible so far as
our domestic affairs are concerned. In-
deed it has for exactly these reasons been
disregarded by most Americans. But in
these days of international tension with
Russia we cannot disregard this fifth col-
umn in our midst, By every possible
means these people are working day and
night for Russia and against the United
States.

It is part of Communist theory that a
third world war is inevitable. No less
a person than Stalin himself wrote in his
chief theoretical work, “It is inconceiv-
able that the Soviet Republic should con-
tinue to exist interminably side by side
with imperialist*states. Ultimately one
or another must conquer.” While Stalin
has recently been reported to have ex-
pressed himself in a more pacific vein, to
foreign newspaper men, the sentiment I
have just quoted was the serious expres-
sion of an earlier date used to indoctri-
nate his followers in the true faith of
communism, representing certainly his
earlier and almost equally certain his
real philosophy. It is and has always
been a commonplace of Communist
theory.

A recent writer—James Burnham, in
Life magazine, March 31, 1947—asserts,
and everything we know confirms the
truth of his assertion, that Communist
policy regards the present period as a
period of preparation for the third world
war, and considers that it has in this
period two specific tasks to perform: The
first is to consolidate an effective domi-
nation of Europe and Asia. The second
is to infiltrate and weaken all countries
which cannot be brought under Commu-
nist control.

All you and I have to do is to lift
our eyes and see these two efforts being
made before us. In Europe, Russia pro-
longs the misery of the people with the
deliberate intention of forcing them into
communism. We see the tentacles of
Russian power reaching out in Poland,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Greece, Hungary,
Finland, the Balkan countries, Germany,
and France—some of these countries
have already succumbed. We see the
moves being made in Turkey, Iran,
China, Korea. That is the story—or
part of the story—ahbroad.

Here at home the other part is being
played—the infiliration and weakening
of the United States, so that it will not
be a hindrance to Red fascism abroad
and will in time be ready to drop, as
other countries have already dropped,
into the lap of communism.

It may be that in this era we will have
to face acute conflict. The words from
Stalin which I quoted a moment ago may
well be put alongside those of another
dictator whose power grew out of another
revolution, and whose aitempted con-
quests of Europe were stopped only at the
cost of enormous bloodshed. This was
Napoleon Bonaparte. After his wars
were over, and he was in exile at St.
Helena, he thus described the situation:

If we fought all over the continent, it was
because two societles stood face to face: that
which dates from 1789 and the old regime;
they could not live together, and the younger

devoured the other. (Quoted in Nickerson:
Can We Limit War? p. 192))
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Arain two societies stand face to face,
and the younger is again trying to devour
the other. Let us be aware what we face.
Let us avert this disaster, if possible, by
bold and courageous policies abroad, and
by wise protection of our own land at
home from those who seek its overthrow
from within,

The CHATRMAN., The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Jupb].

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, I do not
think I need to take second place to any
mean in the House in consistent opposi-
tion to the Communist philosophy and
the actions of the Soviel Government
both in the Far East and in Europe. It
is precisely because I want, in the words
of my good friend the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER], to consider the
problem solely from the standpoint of
the coldest realism that I beg of you not
to pass his samendment. Everybody
knows that at least 20 Poles are against
communism for every one who is for it
and by passing the Colmer amendment
right here we withhold relief from up to
20 of our friends to avoid the possibility
of some food perchance getting to one
of our enemies.

Who is going to overthrow communism
in eastern Europe—Americans? Noj; it
must be the Poles and Hungarians and
the Austrians and the other peoples who
live there. How in God’s name will they
be able or encouraged to do it if we start
out by telling them we are not even going
to try to get any help to them.

If you read all of the resolution, gen-
tlemen, you will find many and stringent
safeguards are already provided to pre-
vent misuse of relief supplies to build up
the government in power rather than
minister to t e neediest. It is too bad
that all of the debate has had to be on
the amendments to the first section of
the joint resoiution before we have
reached the provisions having to do with
the safeguards and limitations. If we
could have handled the Colmer substi-
tute amendment later after we had ex-
amined the whole bill and perhaps even
written in more stringent safeguards,
then I do not think so many would have
felt this amendment is necessary or wise.
To me, it is tragic for the hungry in
Communist-dominated Poland and Hun-
gary and short-sighted for ourselves for
us to serve notice on them here and now
that we are not even going to make an
effort to get assistance to them, stopping
it if and when it proves impossible to get
fair distribution, If I were a Commu-
nist organizer in Poland or Hungary 1
cannot think of anything that I would
like more than to be able to say to the
people, “Your western friends are walk-
ing out on you.” Many people would in-
evitably feel they have little choice, as
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Hinsaaw] well said, but to join up with
the Communists and get a ration card in
order to eat. .

I am for the Mundt amendment. I
want us to try our utmost to get our
relief to those people who need it. It
would make the Colmer substitute de-
fensible. Relief would be withheld from
Communist-dominated countries only if
the rulers refused to let us administer
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it. But if we cannot pass the Mundf
amendment, let us reject the Coimer
_ substitute too. Let us not serve notice

on the victims of Russia that we con-
demn them to starvation. Let Russia
refuse to allow them food if she wants
to, but let America not do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
SADOWSKI].

Mr. SADOWSEI. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Mississippi says that he
has been in Europe, but he has not been
in Poland. I think it would be good if
about 30 or 40 of the Members of Con-
gress went to Poland to see that country.
Members of Congress have been all over
Europe seeing the conditions there but
they have not been in Poland. The gen-
tleman from Mississippi, therefore, does
not speak as an authority on Poland be-
cause he has not been there. No doubt,
he probably flew over it on his way to
Moscow, but e did not set foot on Po-
lish soil. If he had; he would probably
agree with what General Eisenhower told
me af the reception of our former Speak-
er, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Ray-
BURN]. General Eisenhower said, there
is no country and no people who have
been so thoroughly ruined and despoiled
as the Polish Nation and the Polish peo-
ple. The Polish orphan population in
the times before the war was 30,000.
That was the normal orphan population,
Today, it is over a million. There are over
a million orphans, Now, get this pic-
ture. The orphans have increased from
30,000 to a million. Who is taking care
of them? There are Catholic orphanages
and institutions and private institutions
of all kinds. The Friends organization is
there, as well as state organizations try-
ing to help. Who is going to deny to
these children the chance to get some-
thing to eat?

I have here an article which appeared
in the New York Times of this morning.

The headline says, “Church peril seen by -

Polish primate.” Cardinal Hlond asks
firm stand against heathendom.

I want all of you to read that article
in this morning’s New York Times.
Here is Cardinal Hlond, a great repre-
sentative of the Catholic church, speak-
ing out openly in Warsaw, Poland—not
here, not in Rome, but in Warsaw—tell-
ing the people to fight communism and
to stand up and fight heathendom.

How are you going to help Cardinal
Hlond? How are you going to help the
Catholic church in Poland? By adopt-
ing the Colmer amendment and by de-
nying a piece of bread to them and by
making the people go to Russia and to
Stalin for a piece of bread? Isthat how
you will uphold the hand of Cardinal
Hlond and these others who are fight-
ing communism in that country today?
No. That is not the right way to fight
this battle.

Here is an article that appeared in
the Pittsburgh press this morning, and it
quotes Henry J. Osinski, who was one of
the five men we sent down to supervise
UNRRA distribution in Poland. By the
way, that UNRRA distribution in Poland
was a job well done.

I hope you will all read these two
articles in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.,
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[From the New York Times]

CHUrRcH Perin SEEN BY PoLlsH PRIMATE—
PasTorAL LETTER BY CARmINAL Hrowp Asks
Fma STAND AGAINST “HEATHENDOM"

(By Sydney Gruson)

Warsaw, April 28.—Auguste Cardinal Hlond
called on the people of Poland this week end
to oppose the “modern heathendom" that
is trying to “replace the worship of the Crea-
tor with the cult of the creature and world-
liness.”

In a pastoral letter, read from all church
pulpits on the 850th anniversary of BSt.
Wojciech’s death, the Catholic primate of
Poland declared: “We must not avoid a
showdown against heathendom.”

This was his first public statement since
his pastoral letter before the election, in
which he urged the people to vote against
the government bloc.

FIRM OPFOSITION INDICATED

The cardinal’s careful choice of language
in the new leiter did not hide implications
that the church would continue to oppose

.communism in Poland even though Commu-~

nists have won control of the Government.

“There can be no truce between Christen-
dom and impious irreligiousness,” Cardinal
Hlond declared. "It is the desire of provi-
dence that Poland repulse absolutely the at-
tempt of atheists, tempting with the pre-
tenses and nothing but pretenses of a
philosophy of the future and with the beau-
tiful idea of progress.”

The cardinal deseribed the church's posi-
tion in Poland as “internally strong” and
“externally unclear but calm.”

Kazimiers Prszynski, Polish Government
spokesman, is in Rome negotiating with the
Vatican for a new concordat. Cardinal Hlond
expressed the belief that “Polish political
thought will find a proper, perhaps even an

al, manner for settling the relations be-
tween the church and the state.”

MENACING CHAOS SEEN

“Modern heathendom takes different
shapes and the nation’s reactions to its
operation are not uniform,” the cardinal
said, “It has brought about in many coun-
tries a menacing chaos.

“It has met no success in Poland, but it
persistently repeats its endeavors to take the
spiritual leadership of the Nation. Ungodli-
ness would like to take root not only in the
factory suburbs but also in the great rural
parishes.

*“The proclaimers of athelsm cannot for-
give the church for warning the faithful of
the dangers of faithlessness.”

He said the excesses in Polish life “make
the reconstruction of normal conditions im-
possible.” He noted that “Poland is not the
worst in such matters,” and concluded with a
demand that “the nation must have its
Catholic conscience returned to it.”

In another approach between the Govern-
ment and the church recently, the church
episcopate submitted a 15-point memorial to
Premier Joseph Cyrankiewiez, asking that
freedom of press, speech, and consclence be
made prineiples of the new constitution, now
being written. Human liberties and human
dignity should be fully guaranteed, the
memorial said.

|From the Pittsburgh Press]
Harr oF CHILDREN SUFFER TB YET ALL POLAND
Reramws Hore—Vistror REPORTS Nation Is
GRATEFUL TO UNITED STATES

Poland today s a country where half the
children have tuberculosis, and 100 percent
of the people have hope.

A picture of the war-torn country—and
its gratitude for American help—was painted
today by - J. Osinski, executive secre=
tary of American Relief for Poland.
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Mr. Osinskl has returned from 15 months
behind Poland's own iron curtain, where
he directed American relief supplies.

LOOK TO UNITED STATES

He will speak tonight to the Allegheny
County branch of the Polish relief group at
7:30 p. m. in Soldiers and Sailors Memorial.

The slender, Buffalo-born Mr. Osinski is
silent on political affairs, mostly because he
intends to return in June.

But he is strong in the conviction that
the average Polish citizen looks up to the
United States as the greatest country in
the world, and Poland’s eventual savior.

“When we would take our trucks into small
Polish towns,"” he said, “people would run
up and kiss the painted American flags on
the sides.

“People who hadn’t seen an American in
B years would tell me, ‘We knew you would
come”.”

Crowds would gather around the caravan
and give endless cheers for Roosevelt, Tru-
man, Eisenhower, and possibly a few dimly
remembered movie stars.

HIS AUTO CARRIED BY PARADERS

On several occasions the cheering crowds
picked up Mr. Osinski's light sedan bodily
and paraded it through the streets.

“It almost ruined it,” he admits.

He said that his committee, which now dis-
penses more than a half-million meals a day
J:J:zdglven complete freedom to tour in Po-

Its food and clothing were given out only
under strict rules—the strictest being that
each person receiving help must know it was
given by the people of the United States.

NO RACE OR CEEED RESTRICTIONS

No government agency was allowed to dis-
tribute anything, and goods were given to
those who needed them without regard to
race or creed, Mr, Osinskl said.

The help already given has been great, Mr.
Osinski said, but it will have to keep up for
at least another year.

Crops were damaged by floods, and the
country is still far from recovered. An es-
timated 300,000 are still living in caves and
German-hbuilt bunkers in Warsaw alone.

Most pathetic to Mr. Osinski are the chil-
dren. Checks have shown that about half are
suffering tuberculosis and another 85 per-
cent are in danger of tuberculosis from mal-
nutrition.

Their greatest immediate need is food,
especially milks and fats. Mr. Osinski said

.any donation would help.

“It is the greatest advertisement for de-
mocracy money can buy," he concluded.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

The gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
AwgeLL] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. ANGELL., Mr. Chairman, it has
been brought to my attention by a num-
ber of veterans who have their homes
in trailers parked at the Washington
Tourist Park that they are to be evicted.
I also understand that these veterans
have been living at this location for at
least 2 years and many of them were
compelled to invest their life savings
in these trailer homes so that they could
be located in this area where they could
attend schools, job training, and where
they could be employed while going to
school at nights. Many of the wives are
also employed in order to help their
veteran husbands through school. These
trailers have been kept neat and clean,

The veterans have been and are good,
respectable citizens. They have been
paying the Washington Tourist Park
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in the vicinity of $2,000 per month rent
for .the few facilities they receive.
Everything possible has been done to
make their trailer camp a good, quiet,
clean, respectable community. They
have not in any way interfered with the
transient trade of the Washington Tour-
ist Park, but they have taken pride in
the area in which they live and have
tried to keep it up in a way in which the
transient trade does not do, as is a well-
known fact to the park authorities.

When the veterans heard that they
were to be evicted they immediately
started out to check the surrounding
area for suitable places to park their
trailers. They looked in vain because
there is not a trailer park within a radius
of 25 miles that could accommodate 100
trailers. The Temple Trailer Park was
the only one that compared favorably
with the Washington Tourist Park as to
cleanliness and accommodations but it
is filled and will have no vacancies for
several months. The other camps were
filthy and unsuitable even though they
had no accommodations. The zoning of
the surrounding area is such that trail-
ers cannot park anywhere but in an au-
thorized camp.

‘When the veterans started to move into
the Washington Tourist Park it was with
the idea that they would be allowed to
stay there until such time as the war
housing emergency was over and they
could find suitable dwellings for them-
selves and families. The war emergency
is not over yet and the housing shortage
is still acute. Therefore I can see na
reason why the Department of the In-
terior should not allow the veterans to
remain in their present location under
the same status as they have been
allowed to stay there for the past 2 years
until the emergency is over and the
housing situation is such that these vet-
erans can be assimilated into low-cost,
livable homes. I would like to recom-
mend, however, that the present loca-
tion be improved by installing running
water and drainage on all of the trailer
lots instead of only a few. I have in-
spected this area many times and hav-
ing stopped at trailer parks across the
continent, I find this one very well
equipped for permanent trailer parking
with the exception of the above im-
provement,

Mr. Chairman, this is an emergency in
which even the temporary housing
gituation for the veteran must be taken
care of and I hope you will join with us
in protecting the rights of these veterans
so they may keep their trailers, their
only homes, in the Washington Tourist
Park until the housing emergency ends.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I
boarded a plane in Cleveland at 6 o'clock
this morning, and the only reading mat-
ter I could find on the plane was the
New York Times, and I had to read it
for 2 hours. There is a lot of good read-
ing in it, including foreign news. Thir~
teen foreign articles appeared in the
New York Times this morning—dis-
patches from various parts of the world.
I can readily understand why there is
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so much confusion on the floor of the
House and why there is so much mud-
dled thinking, not only in this country
but throughout the world, when you get
the substance of what those statesmen
and politicians in ofther countries are
talking about. As a matter of fact, I
heard my good friend the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. SasaTH] tell about
democracy at work in Czechoslovakia. I
read an article concerning Czechoslo-
cakia's confiscating all private industry
and making it a part of the state. Well,
if that is democracy, then I do not know
what democracy is.

Mr. O'KONSEKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BENDER. I yield to my distin-
guished friend.

Mr. O’KONSKI. With regard to de-
mocracy in Czechoslovakia, they re-
cently hanged the Catholic monsignor
for preaching his faith.

Mr. BENDER. While the gentleman
is on his feet, will he conclude his earlier
%xlaﬁe?ch and say how he feels about this

Mr. O'KONSKI. Well, it is hard to
say what I wanted to say in half an
hour, in 1 minute, but it is my opinion
that we have been following a double-
dealing, stupid foreign policy for the
past 5 years, and this bill is merely a
continuation of that same stupid, double-
dealing foreign policy. By that I simply
mean, if we are going to adopt a policy
of fighting communism, I contend that
as long as our State Department recog-
nizes a government imposed upon the
people of Poland by force and by aggres-
sion, so long is that State Department
not consistent in its policy of fighting
communism. There is only one way to
fight communism, and that is to quit
recognizing any government imposed by
force that preaches the doctrine of com-
munism. You are not going to stop com-
munism by sending bread. I have more
than a thousand communications in my
office from people in those downtrodden
countries, and not one of them asked for
bread. They ask for freedom. They ask
to be unyoked from this beast of com-
munism that has been thrust upon them.
Until we have cleaned house in our State
Department, or we have a State Depart-
ment that follows one consistent policy,
you will never get rid of communism.
They talk about stopping communism in
Poland. One part of the State Depart-
ment was asking the Polish Government
to have a free government, but another
part of our State Department, 10 days
before that, unloaded $24,000,000 of Po-
lish assets onto the Polish Communist
Government so that they would have
$24,000,000 to spread communism among
the Polish people, telling them that the
American Government wants the Com-
munist Government to win. :

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] has
expired.

Mr. BENDER. The gentleman has
made a much better speech than I could.
I am glad he completed his statement.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, if they
had a regime in Poland representing the
Polish people I would be for lending them
every possible aid, but everybody knows
that the people of Poland are under the
heels of a commissar, a Communist re-
gime that is grinding them into the dust.

If you will turn back and read an ar-
ticle that came out the other day about
the 14,000,000 slaves in Communist Rus-
sia, you will find this statement:

Here, for example, 1s a part of the testi-
mony of one Polish prisoner who had for-
merly been a judge. Here is what the judge
gaid: “Half naked, barefooted, half alive, we
arrived in the icy and deserted tundra where
there was but a stick with a board nailed to
it bearing the words ‘Camp Point No. 228,
We ate rye flour mixed with water—un-
cooked. At night we slept in dugouts, lying
close to each other for warmth on wet
branches spread out on the mud."”

Then he goes on to tell of the horrible
treatment these slaves receive. He said:

Many died each night in the camp, and
orderlies would tear the clothes off the
bodies and then drag them to the morgue,
a primitive barn made of sticks and branches
where piles of corpses lay.

I am for the Colmer admendment for
the simple reason that in my opinion
this money will go into the hands of
those Communist dictators just as the
money and the supplies did that went
to Russia, They have distributed them
and lied to the people about where they
came from. Communist Russia never
gave America any credit at all for the
things we sent to Russia.

Mr, FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. 1 yield.

Mr., FULTON. Does the gentleman
know that 50 percent of the children
of Poland have tuberculosis?

Mr. RANKIN. And they will die of
starvation if we depend on the Commu-
nist regime to feed them.

Mr, SADOWSKI. They will certainly
starve to death if they have to depend
upon you and Mr. COLMER.

Mr. RANKIN. No; we have been
more charitable than the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Sapowskil by a heck of
of a sight.

I am opposed to any Communist regime
or any Communist-dominated regime
anywhere in the world.

Let the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of this House go into these matters and
let the State Department or the adminis-
tration break with this Communist die-
tator, this criminal that now has his
heels on the neck of the people of Poland
and then we can deal with the people
of Poland themselves.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Crawrorp] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
think the evidence that has been pre-
sented here today will show you that we
now have a bill before us which author-
izes the Government of the United
States to make contracts with Russia
for relief, and with Russian-dominated
countries for relief. Within a few days
we shall have before this House a pro-
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posal to send some three or four hundred
million dollars of relief and armaments
to Turkey and Greece in order to equip
them to fight Russia.

I agree with the gentleman from Wis-
cohsin when he said that is double deal-
ing, double talk. Unless amendments
similar to the Colmer amendment are
put in this bill, unless we can have
United States supervision of these relief
matters, food stations, clothing, what-
ever it may be that is sent, and unless
the relief is withheld from Communist
Russia and Communist-dominated coun-
tries I for one shall vote against the bill
and take my chances with the good peo-
ple of my district.

I do not propose to involve my tax-
payers and my bond buyers in financing
any such double dealing now or at a
later date.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. OWENS. I wish to ask the gen-
tleman from Michigan the same ques-
tion I asked the gentleman from New
York yesterday: Does the gentleman feel
that this measure is necessary for our
common defense and for the welfare of
the United States?

Mr. CRAWFORD. To finance Russia?
No. To finance Russian-dominated
countries? No. To puu relief in the
hands of Russian-dominated govern-
ments to drive the people into their
camp? No. I shall not vote for any
such relief at any time; and because I
do not believe such is for the common
defense and for the welfare of the
United States.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. My amend-
ment would prevent the giving of relief
to Russia itself.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Oh, but what
about the Russian-dominated countries?
If we could ascertain the facts we would
find millions of people behind the iron
curtain in Russia who are opposed to the
Communist Government now controlling
and often liquidating the Russian peo-
ple. My heart goes out to them, but I
will not fight my enemy and feed him at
the same time. I will fight him, but I
will not feed him at the same time.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. May I say that the gentle-
man speaks the sentiments I have so
far as this bill is concerned.

Mr.CRAWFORD. 1Ithank the gentle-
man,

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. SADOWSKI. Will the gentle-
man vote for relief for Germany?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly, because
we are dominating Germany. We are
dominating and occupying Germany and
of course I would vote to feed the Ger-
malns over which we exercise such con-
trol.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. SADOWSEKI. The gentleman is
for relief for Germany but he will not
vote for relief for the Polish people.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Poland is under
the Russian heel. No one knows that bet-
ter than the gentleman. Why should I
put money and food in the hands of the
Russian group in Poland to drive the Pol-
ish people to go along with Russia and
against us?

Mr. SADOWSKI. That is not the gen-
tleman’s reason.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Oh, yes. The gen-
tleman should not try to sell me his bill
of goods.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. SADLAK. Mr, Chairman, I have
listened attentively to the arguments for
and against the Smith amendment, the
Colmer amendments and the Mundt
amendment and the general debate on
this House Joint Resolution 153, to
provide relief assistance to the people of
countries devastated by war. Among the
six countries specifically named by Mr.
Smrra of Wisconsin we find Poland, and
we find great opposition contained in the
Colmer amendments to relief to that
particular war-torn country because it is
admittedly a Communist dominated
country, in spite of elections in January.

I am constrained to remark that there
is no necessity this year to adhere to
the usual custom in the House of hold-
ing exercises commemorating May 3,
known as Polish Constitution Day—so
many friends of the Poles expressed
themselves so succinetly and so unquali-
fledly here on the floor of the House
during these past few days and have in-
dicated their sympathy for these free-
dom-loving, freedom-seeking and for
freedom-dying peoples as is manifested
in their history.

From my background, from letters I
have received from Poland, from state-
ments of representatives of relief organ-
izations operating in that country, I know
that there is great distress and need of
care, especially for the undernourished
children. General conditions make con-
tinuous care mandatory in order to sur-
vive, Insufficient food is causing great
loss of life due to exhaustion by the
workers, thousands upon thousands of
whom are physically weakened from the
years in conceniration or other work
camps.

Relief can be gotten to these needy in
Poland without being stolen and can be

‘safeguarded by the administrators the

same as private relief organizations who
are presently doing such magnificent,
though far short to be fully eflective,
work in that country due to their own
limitations of supply.

This bill is a humanitarian measure
and concerns underfed, undernourished,
and starving peoples of countries devas-
tated by war. General Eisenhower said
there was no greater devastation in any
capital city than Warsaw. This being
so, Poland should be included in the
countries to which this relief will be
given and for that reason I shall vote
against the Colmer amendments.

AID TO POLAND

Mr. MacKINNON, Mr. Chairman, will
we give aid to the hungry peoples of
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Poland? That is the question now before
the Congress. I say that the Polish
people are more entitled to assistance
from this Nation than the peoples of any
other foreign nation. It was the Polish
pecople who first fought the Nazis—and
they fought the Communists at the same
time. In thus carrying the torch for
freedom and democracy against the dic-
tatorial hordes of Europe and Asia they
served the freedom-loving peoples of all
the world. They did so at the expense
of despoiling their own land. In the
aftermath that followed no nation was
despoiled as Poland was despoiled and
no peoples were persecuted as the Poles
were persecuted. Why? Because they
had the courage to fight for the same
ideals of freedom that the United States
has advocated for over 170 years., I
plead with you to adopt no amendment
that would interfere with our attempt to
feed the starving remnants of a Poland
whose courageous fight against dictator-
ship in the face of insuperable odds
equaled that of the bravest nations in
history.
DO NOT AID COMMUNISM

There are those who say this will aid
communism—but there are adequate pro-
visions in this bill to protect us from aid-
ing communism. We propose to help
feed those starving in Poland and we
propose to tell the Polish people who is
feeding them. That will not aid com-
munism—it will fight communism for it
will show the Poles that we are their
friends.

POLISH PEOPLE ARE NOT COMMUNISTS

The Polish people are not Communists,
they are Christians of the most devout
type. They abhor communism, they de-
test it. We should help them as a nation
get back on their feet. We should help
them become a strong nation. Then as
a nation they will throw off the Com-
munist fetters that presently have some
control over their government. We can
today help them fight communism by
voting in support of this bill to feed their
hungry deserving people.

With the humanity for which we as a
people are famous I am sure you will not
fail to respond to the needs of our coura-
geous allies in Poland by voting in their
support. Your vote for this bill will be
cast on the side of God.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, a
hungry stomach knows no polities. It
seems to me it would be a short-sighted
policy to adopt the amendment of the
gentleman from Mississippi denying ab-
solutely any relief to the people of a so-
called Communist-dominated country.
In the first place, there is the difficulty
of defining this term, but more impor-
tant and fundamental than that is the
humanitarian and, indeed, as I see if,
intensely practical proposition that in
Poland and Hungary, the two countries
here chiefly concerned, the destitute and
starving people whom this great Nation
seeks to help, are just as hungry, just as
cold, and just as sick, and just as much
in need of food, clothing, and medical
supplies as those in other countries whose
ﬁollti.cs do not follow the Communist

ne.

Ambassador Lane, recently returned
from Poland, and other authorities, tell
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us that not over 10 percent of the people
in that devastated country want a Com-
munist government. Ninety percent
must bow to the will of this small clique
because force so dictates.

In Hungary in the recent elections,
only 5 percent voted for Communist
candidates, 95 percent registering their
courageous protest against the regime.

If we deny to these vast majorities in
these two countries any relief when we
are extending it to their stricken broth-
ers in neighboring countries, it will be
a demonsiration to them, not of the
warmth of our generosity, but of a cold
and purely political approach to the
problem of human suffering.

It is not necessary for me to restate my
position on communism., It is well
known to this body and to the people in
my district, but I do say to the House
that the way to fight communism is not

_only frontally, but also, and perhaps
more important, by demonstraiing to
those who have embraced or are about to
embrace this ideology, that there is a
better idea, there is a nobler philosophy,
known as democracy, which has its roots
in Christianity.

It is argued that if relief is denied in
these so-called Communist-dominated
countries they will rise up in revolution
against those in power and overthrow
them. My answer to that is that it is far
more likely to win adherents to the cause
and principles in which we believe for
these people to see the essential differ-
ence between those who would deprive
them and those who would succor them.
It would be, in my judgment, a tragic
mistake for us to allow ourselves, because
of our justifiably embittered feeling about
communism, to be swept off our feet to
take action which not only is violative
of humanitarian principles, but is also
against our own enlightened self-in-
terest.

I am aware of the duty which we owe to
those who must foot the bill for this re-
lief. Much as my heart might dictate
charity, I would feel hesitant to vote for
the measure before us, were I not entirely
convinced that it is essential to the pat-
tern of our country’s defense and the role
of world leadership which, whether we
wish it or not, is now ours. I favor every
type of safeguard to insure that this food
and clothing be not used, as it was so
frequently in the UNRRA days, for polit-
ical purposes. We must not turn it over
to any of these countries to parcel out
to their friends for votes.

There are many safeguards already in
this bill directing relief to be stopped
when it becomes apparent that such
abuses exist, permitting our representa-
tives to go into these countries and see
what is happening, and allowing the
press and the radio to report. Ifavor the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Dakota which will say, in
effect, that in any case where it is con-
sidered necessary, an American mission
may go in to supervise in detail the dis-
tribution of these supplies. I think that
is only reasonable and we should insist
upon it to be sure that our objective to
alleviate hunger, nakedness, sickness,
and human suffering is achieved and
that the taxpayers’ dollars are not wast-
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ed. I believe the vast majority of the
American people, when these protective
provisions are written into this law, will
wish to share their plenty with these des-
perately needy in the war-devastated
areas.

I favor naming the countries where
this relief is to be extended, with an
emergency provision for a small amount
to be expended if some pestilence or
sudden catastrophe should arise else-
where. I agree with those who say we
should not write a blank check.

I understand an amendment is to be
offered to permit a portion of this relief
fund to be turned over to the Children’s
Fund which was recommended by ex-
President Hoover in his testimony. One
who has been seen, as I have, tragically
thin little children in three of these
countries concerned, in the raw days of
December, their little hands purple with
the cold, collecting faggois or picking
over an ash heap to find some half-
burned clinkers from which they could
extract a few flickering grains of heat,
could not fail to support this permissive
amendment.

It is also my understanding, that in
some of these countries it is intended to
sell a part of these supplies. In other
words, they will not entirely be distrib-
uted to the destitute, but some of them
may be sold to those who can afford to
buy them. Anyone who can pay, should
do so. It is, of course, a fact that in
some of these countries there is such a
shortage of actual goods that even those
with money to pay for them simply can-
not get them. If any of these supplies
are sold, we should require that funds
derived from such sales bz held in a
separate account which can only be used
for relief and rehabilitation under the
approval and scrutiny of United States
representatives.

There is probably one place where we
must draw the line on relief. The people
of this country should not be required to
put up money to supply food and cloth-
ing to the people of the country which is
paying out reparations under treaty. My
understanding is that this situation ap-
plies only to Hungary and that an
amendment will be offered to meet that
situation. The treaty with Hungary has
not yet been ratified by the Senate.
Such an amendment will not deny relief
to Hungary, as I should not wish to do,
provided the Senate does not ratify the
treaty. On the other hand, I am in-
formed that Hungary is scheduled to pay
$23,000,000 a year to Russia in repara-
tions. The people of this country will
not, I believe, support a decision which
means that the food and supplies which
we pour into a country are to be taken out
at the other end by Russia. The way to
meet that situation is by denial of rati-
fication to an arrangement which im-
poses such a burden on a nation strug-
gling to survive.

Under the safeguards which have been
and will be written into this proposed
bill by way of amendment, I shall support
the measure. My heart, my conscience,
indeed, as I see it, the welfare of my
country would not permit me to do
otherwise.
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Mr. CHADWICK. Mr. Chairman, I
desire to associate myself with the views
of my colleagues the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. O'’Konsk1] and the gen-
tleman from Connecticut. It seems to
me that it would be fatal strategy, at this
juncture of our affairs, to confess defeat
of our democratic ideas in Poland and
Hungary, and abandon those grand peo-
ples to the tender mercies of the Com-
munist regimes imposed by Russia upon
them. I believe that our concept of
human freedom burns in their hearts;
we must not fail them or appear to
abandon them in this dark hour of their
affairs.

And at the same time I want o men-
tion here again Czechoslovakia, as I did
earlier in the day, as a country excluded
from our inferest and support only be-
cause, by their own enterprise and de-
votion, they have made greater progress
in the restoration of normal conditions
than some of their neighbors have been
able to do. I regard Czechoslovakia as
the most hopeful of the central European
countries now under the shadow of Soviet
influence.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. EaTON].

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, this de-
bate develops the almost insoluble prob-
lem, moral as well as economic and po-
litical, that confronts us and the world.
I am afraid that we will not be able to
solve it here today. I wish I were as
sure as some of my brethren seem to be
here today of their position. However,
I am going to support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from South
Dakota [Mr. Muonorl, which, I think,
will obviate, in some degree, at least, the
almost insoluble difficulty of distribu-
tion which confronts us.

Our whole instinet and desire in this
legislation is to relieve suffering, avert
death and starvation and disease of peo-
ple who are innocent. How to do that
and at the same time avoid subsidizing
the Soviet Government, which is the in-
carnation of everything, in my judg-
ment, that is evil, is a problem that I do
not believe we are going to solve here
today. If by adopting the Mundt
amendment we will make it possible for
wise and strong representatives of the
American desire and purpose to go into
the individual communities and deal at
first hand with the people who are suf-
fering and in need, making their actions
conform with our standards, then I am
for the Mundt amendment, and I think
it will go a long way toward solving the
problems confronting us.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey has expired.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk reread
the Mundt amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objéction,
the Clerk will read it.

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the Mundt amend-
ment to the substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from South Dakota [Mr Munprl
to the Colmer substitute.

The amendment was agreed to.



1947

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the Colmer substitute as amended by the
Mundt amendment,

Mr, MUNDT. Mr, Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MUNDT. So that we can clear
up the situation, may I inquire of the
Chair if it is not true that if we should
now vote down the Colmer amendment
it would also vacate the amendment
which we just approved so overwhelm-
ingly?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. OWENS. Mr, Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. OWENS. Is it not also true that
if we vote for the Colmer amendment we
have automatically put out the Smith
amendment? That was the original
amendment. The Colmer amendment
is a substitute. If we now vote for the
substitute we do not have the Smith
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. In that event we
will still have to vote on the original
Smith amendment as amended by the
substitute.

Mr. MUNDT, Mr. Chairman, I won-
der if it would not be helpful to get
unanimous consent to have the Clerk
read the Colmer amendment as it will
read now with the Mundt amendment
attached thereto? I so move.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, the Mundt
amendment has just been read. I will
not object to the Colmer amendment be-
ing reread, but I do not see any use in
having any others rereported.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
objecting?

Mr. RAYBURN. I object.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BENDER. Should we not have
the Smith amendment read now?

The CHAIRMAN. We are not ready
for that. It would not be in order at this
time.

Mr. COLMER. A parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman. :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. COLMER. In order to clarify the
matter, is it not true that the present
parliamentary situation is that the
Mundt amendment to the so-called Col-
mer substitute has been adopted?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. COLMER. And that if the Colmer
amendment is now adopted, that would
leave out the Smith amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. We would have to
vote on the Smith amendment as amend-
ed by the substitute.

Mr. MUNDT. I cannot believe that
our former Speaker wants to decline the
opportunity for the House to act intelli-
gently on this matter. We are in a par-
llamentary tangle, and I wish, on re-
consideration, he would permit the sub-
stitute as amended to be read to the
House so that we can vote intelligently.
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I ask that the former Speaker extend
that courtesy to the House.

Mr. RAYBURN. I am going to extend
that courtesy, but I am going to object
to any more speeches being made on one
side or the other of this question under
the guise of a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota that the substitute amend-
ment as amended be read?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bubstitute amendment offered by Mr.
CoLmEr for the Smith of Wisconsin amend-
ment: On page 1, after line 8, add a new
sentence, as follows:

“Provided, That none of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated herein shall be ex-
pended in or used for such relief assistance
in those countries whose governments are
dominated by, the Union of SBoviet Sociallst
Republics unless the governments of the
countries covered by this amendment agree
to the following regulations which are hereby
declared to be applicable to every country
receiving aid under this act.

“The State Department shall establish and
maintain out of the funds herein authorized
for appropriation a rellef-distribution mis-
sion for each of the countries receiving ald
under this act. This relief-distribution mis-
sion shall be comprised solely of American
citizens who shall have been approved as to
loyalty and security by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. These missions shall have
direct supervision and control of relief sup-
plies in eack country and when it is deemed
desirable by the American authorities ad-
ministering the provisions of this act these
relief missions shall be cmpowered to retain
possession of these supplies up to the city
or local community where our relief supplies
are actually made available to the ultimate
consumers.”

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin., Mr, Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that my
amendment may be read at this time so
that the House may have the full picture.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., SmiTH of Wis-
consin: On page 1, at the end of section 1,
add the following:

“Appropriations authorized by this joint
resolution shall be available for rellef in
Austria, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, and
China: Provided, That the President, if he
shall determine that emergency needs exist
in any other country or countries, is author-
ized to utilize not more than $15,000,000 for
the purpose of providing relief in such other
country or countries.”

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Is it not a

fact ‘that the adoption of the Colmer
amendment would automatically defeat
my amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. That would be the
effect of it.

The question is on the Colmer substi-
tute as amended by the Mundt ~mend-
ment.

The Committee divided; and there
were—ayes 127, noes 104.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.
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Tellers werc ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Eaton and
Mr. COLMER.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 135,
noes 110.

So the substitute amendment as
amended was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now
occurs on the Smith amendment as
amended by the substitute.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
for a division.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
a point of order.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, & parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. I understand
the amendment that was just voted on,
as amended by the Mundt amendment,
was a substitute for the Smith amend-
ment. Then, why do we vote on the
Smith amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. That was the orig-
inal amendmen..

Mr. COLE of Missouri. A further par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The
will state the point of order.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I make a point
of order against the request for a divi-
sion. It came too late. The vote was
announced. The result was announced
and the decision of the Committee was
announced. Therefore, the request for
a division comes too late. That is my
point of order.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, on that
point of order I would like to be heard.
There was confusion all over the Cham-
ber. I was seeking recognition to ask
for a division. The fact that it was an-
nounced prior to that has no bearing
upon the point at all.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, the gen-~
tleman was not recognized for that pur-
pose. The whole thing was decided and
the vote was given and there was a pause.
The Chair did not recognize the gentle-
man for that purpose,

Mr. MARCANTONIO. May I say fur-
ther, Mr. Chairman, that the Chair
paused for an appreciable period of time,
after the decision of the Committee was
announced by the Chairman, and no de-
mand for a division was made.

The CHAIRMAN. The purpose of any
vote is to ascertain fairly the judement
of the parliamentary body. and we have
not passed on to the consideration of any
other business. Therefore, the Chair
overrules the point of order.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chairman,
a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. I make the
point of order that the House is out of
order in voting on the Smith amendment
after the Colmer substitute had been
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The pomt of order
is overruled.

gentleman
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Mr. RAYBURN. Permit me to say we
have followed the rules of the House, even
under the greatest stress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thanks
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk read
that on which we are now voting by
division.

The CHAIRMAN. The Smith amend-
ment as amended by the Colmer substi-
tute.

Mr. BLOOM. The Smith amendment
was read before.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state
the question that is before the Com-
mittee.

The question is on the Smith amend-
ment as amended by the Colmer sub-
stitute.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion there were—ayes 136, noes 72.

So the Smith amendment as amended
by the Colmer substitute was agreed to.

Mr, FULTON. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FULTON. As I remember it first
there was a Smith amendment, then the
Colmer amendment substituted, then
there was an amendment offered by the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpr] which was an amendment, not
a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right.

Mr. FULTON. Then we passed the
Mundt amendment and then voted on
the substitute as amended; so there was
then no other amendment to be consid-
ered because as soon as the substitute as
amended was agreed to there was no
original amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Not under the par-
liamentary procedure of the House. The
Smith amendment had not yet been dis-
posed of.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

* The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Juop: Page 1,
line 8, strike out the period and insert in
lieu thereof a colon and the following: “Pro-
vided, That from the sums appropriated
pursuant to this section the President may
make contributions to the International
Children’s Emergency Fund of the United
Nations for the special care and feeding of
children, and such contributions shall not be
subject to the limitations and requirements
provided in this joint resolution, but after
$15,000,000 has been so contributed, no fur-
ther contributions shall be made which
would cause the aggregate amount so con-
tributed by the United States, (1) to consti-
tute more than 57 percent of the aggregate
amount contributed to sald fund by all
governments, including the United Btates;
or (2)"1;0 exceed $50,000,000, whichever is the

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. Imay say to the gentle-
man from Minnesota that if he will
change his amendment and provide for
sending it through the International Red
Cross I will be glad to support his amend-
ment.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I hope the
gentleman will listen carefully to the ex-
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planation of the amendment. It author-
izes support by the United States to
the International Children’s Emergency
Fund which was unanimously adopted by
the first General Assembly of the United
Nations meeting in New York last De-
cember. Its purpose is to provide assist-
ance for three main groups, needy in-
fants, undernourished children, and
nursing mothers.

President Hoover in his testimony
said that he particularly favored “aid
to the United Nations project for the
special feeding of subnormal children.”
Now, this fund has already been set up
and if the gentleman from Mississippi
will listen, I will advise him that the man
already appointed to be its Director is
Mr. Maurice Pate who served with Mr.
Hoover in the American Red Cross after
World War I. He served also as Presi~
dent of the Polish Relief Commission
from 1939 to 1941, He has been director
of the American Red Cross in charge of
relief to prisoners during World War II.
So we are sure that the fund will be man-
aged by one who has been working under
the Red Cross all these years and has
the highest qualifications.

A unique feature of this organization
is that it does not operate by giving its
food to the governments of the various
countries in which it works. It main-
tains title to its relief supplies from the
time they are procured here in the
United States or elsewhere until they
reach the ultimate recipient. The dis-
tribution will be handled and controlled
by people who have been carefully
trained and who have had long experi-
ence in the work of the American Red
Cross.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. Then why not let the
Red Cross handle it?

Mr. JUDD. Because the American Red
Cross, first, is not in a position under its
charter to carry on relief in areas for
which our Government does not have
specific responsibility as we do, for ex-
ample, in Japan and western Germany.
Furthermore, there are many real advan-
tages in doing this on a cooperative basis
under the United Nations, if we can do so
without the abuses and bad results we
had under UNRRA, which there is every
reason fo believe we can. We know
what the administration of this chil-
dren’s fund is going to do. It will not be
welfare work such as we had during the
depression. If will be hard-headed ef-
ficient relief such as Hoover gave after
World War I, and such as Red Cross
experts have always given. It will bring
relief to the groups in a population
whose need is greatest, most urgent,
most immediate.

The Members of the House are di-
vided with respect to this whole joint res-
olution. Some are in favor of the reso-
lution, but they may be against this
amendment because, they say, we should
have a separate bill after awhile for
$50,000,000 or some such sum for the
children’s fund. I hope those Members
will carefully reconsider before they
vote against this amendment. I am
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afraid that if they do not vote today to
authorize the President to make contri-
butions from this general relief appro-
priation to the children’s fund, a sepa-
rate bill may not be taken up for weeks
or even at all. Let us at least do this
much now. If need for more in a sepa-
rate bill is demonstrated later, this will
not prevent action then.

My amendment provides that the
President may, if he wishes, contribute
to the emergency children’s fund up to
$50,000,000 of the sum authorized in this
joint resolution. It is provided further
that he can make initial contributions
of $15,000,000 to get the work going right
away. We have to get help to those
children in the next few critical weeks.
He cannot make addifional contributions
from the total of $50,000,000 authorized
until other nations have come through,
so that the aggregate amount ultimately
given by the United States will not ex-
ceed the 57 percent which has been as-
signed to us as our share and in no case
will it exceed a total of $50,000,000.

Those who are in favor of House Joint
Resolution 153 will, I hope, vote for this,
and then we will make sure that those
who need it most will get help. On the
other hand are those who are opposed to
the whole joint resolution. ¥ou, too,
should vote for this amendment, be-
cause if the joint resolution does pass, as
I hope and am confident it will, you will
thus make sure that such money as is
given will go to the place where there is
reason to believe it will have the greatest
chance to do the most good. Surely,
whatever else we cut down on we cannot
cut down on hungry babies and children
and nursing mothers.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chajrman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr, RANKIN. If you want the hun-
gry children of Europe to get this money,
do not send it through the Tower cf
Babel, but send it through the Ameri-
can Red Cross and the International Red
Cross, and it will feed 10 times as many
children as you intend to do.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BLOOM. Iam in great sympathy
with the gentleman’s amendment, and
I think something should be done. But,
I would like to have the gentleman clear
up this one thought: What is the differ-
ence between the $15,000,000 that the
gentleman speaks of and the sum of
$50,000,000 that he speaks of? I would
like to have him explain that to the
Committee so we will understand where
the difference is.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. JUDD. Let me say to the gentle-
man from New York, that if we were
just to provide, as did the resolution I
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originally offered in committee, that not
more than 57 percent of the aggregate
amount raised for this International
Children’s Fund under the United Na-
tions should be given by the United
States, we could not move until the
others had moved. I believe the Presi-
dent of the United States should be able
to make an initial contribution of up to
$15,000,000 to this fund to help get it
going. Then, any additional contribu-
tions by us would be dependent upon
whether others make a similar contribu-
tion.

Mr. BLOOM. When the gentleman
speaks of 57 percent does he mean 57
percent of the $610,000,000?

Mr. JUDD. No. I mean whatever
special fund is raised for the children.
We will give up to 57 percent, but not to
exceed a total of $50,000,000.

Mr. BLOOM. But we only obligate
ourselves “or $15,000,000 first.

Mr. JUDD. Yes. We authorize $50,-
000,000 if others contribute their share.
But even before others contribute their
share we authorize the President to con-
tribute $15,000,000 to this fund to help
get it started quickly.

Mr. BLOOM. I think the gentleman
has a very good amendment there and
I am for it 100 percent.

Mr. JUDD. I thank the gentleman
for his approval.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JUDD, I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I would like
to ask the gentleman if the money
which is taken from this fund that has
been provided here would not be taken
out of the distribution by this Commis-
sion which has just been provided for by
another amendment and placed in the
hands of an international organization?

Mr. JUDD. Yes; it would be. The
money authorized in this amendment
would be given to the International
Children’s Emergency Fund of the
United Nations, which is already set up.
If T had time I would like to read from
their resolution. It is very carefully and
explicitly drawn. The executive board
of the fund has representatives for a
great many countries. It has laid down
its policies for administration of relief
and they are just as strict, in fact, some
are more strict than are the limitations
with respect to race, creed, political be-
lief, and that sort of thing, in the joint
resolution we are considering.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to my colleague
from Minnesota.

Mr. O'HARA. Does the gentleman
have in mind limiting the $15,000,000 to
orphan children?

Mr. JUDD. No; the assistance goes
to all needy children.

Mr. O'HARA. What about the chil-
dren of Communist parents? How are
you going to separate them?

Mr, JUDD. They will not be sepa-
rated, the administrators are in charge
of the relief until it goes to the ultimate
consumer so that the child of Commu-
nist parents will et neither more nor
less than his need entitles him to. The
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main work of the fund will be to give one
feeding a day to these children, so there
will be at least once a day that they will
get something nutritious to eat. It is
hoped to get up to 600 calories in that
one meal. I certainly would not with-
hold Minnesota powdered milk from a
half-starved child just because the par-
ents are Communists, or perhaps profess
to be in order to live.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has again
expired.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there is a general im-
pression in this country that the Soviet
Union has in the United States a great
many agents spreading the Communist
ideology among our people. I think that
impression is well-founded.

I should like to ask this question:
Where does the Soviet get its money to
pay its agents for doing this work? In
1933 the President of the United States
officially recognized Communist Russia.
The quid pro quo for that courtesy al-
legedly was discontinuance by Russia of
Communist promotional activities in the
United States. Only the naive believed
the agents of the Comintern would be
withdrawn from the United States. At
about the time recognition was given
Russia, the Congress of the United
States passed the Gold Reserve Act and
raised the price of gold from $20 to $35
an ounce and authorized the Treasury
to purchase gold at the increased price
from any country that offered to sell
it to us in unlimited amounts. The
United States bought more than $700,-
000,000 of gold from Japan and paid for
that gold with scrap iron, oil, airplane
parts, and so forth, which Japan later
threw back at us in the form of bullets
and bombs.

The Treasury also bought gold in large
amounts from Russia. With the credit
provided by that gold the agents of Stalin
were amply provided with the funds to
carry on their activities in this country.
Bear in mind that this is the source of
the means by which Stalin has operated
in the United States of America.

I wrote to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury a few days ago and asked him
whether the Treasury still favors pur-
chasing gold from Russia. His answer
was in the affirmative, which means that
the administration favors continuing the
policy of providing the funds for Stalin
to carry on his communistic activities in
this Nation. It means precisely that and
nothing less.

What, I ask, is our foreign policy?
Where do we stand? It is being proposed
on the one hand that we deprive Russia
of the facilities for Communist expan-
sion in Europe, Asia, and other parts of
the world, while on the other hand we
continue through gold purchases from
her to supply her agents with a vast
amount of funds to carry on her com-
munistic activities in our country.

I am not one of those who believe
communism can be stopped by war or
foreign grants of money. I am only
pointing out the utter inconsistency of
the present policy of pouring money into
Europe and elsewhere to stop commu-
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nism while at the same time supplying
the means for its propagation here at
home., Let me add, however, that if
communism should overwhelm us, which
God forbid, it will not be because it was
foisted upon us from the outside but de-
veloped endogenously.

Mr. VORYS, Mr. Chairman, at the
request of the leadership, which is anx-
jous that we speed this relief bill on-
ward, whatever relief it provides, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr, FULTON].

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask Dr. Jupp a question publicly.
Dr. Jupp, as you know, this particular
program of relief of $3£0,000,000 is gen~
erally a program of relief for approxi-
mately six countries. This is separate
from the children’s fund program for re-
lief which it was contemplated would
come up later. This general relief pro-
gram is for $350,000,000, and the pro-
posed program for the children has been
an additional $50,000,000. I want to ask
you whether in your opinion you feel
your amendment, by putting the chil-
dren’s relief under this fund, will cut the
total amount that will be available for
children in those countries in the over-
all picture?

Mr. JUDD. No. My honest judgment
is that this is likely to increase the
amount they will get because I am gen-
uinely afraid, I will say tc the gentleman,
that if we do not take care of this now in
this resolution, an additional resolution
coming along later when we are in a leg-
islative jam near the end of the session
will not get enacted at all. I am afraid
if we do not act here the children’s fund
may not get anything, or at least not in
time to save many, many lives.

Mr. FULTON. Therefore, we are de-
bating on this question on the basis that
it will not hurt a later approach to the
children’s fund.

Mr. JUDD, If the need ior more de-
velops later and it is demonsirated, Con-
gress can and I think will provide more
money. But I want to make sure now
that as much as possible of the money
that is provided for in this joint resolu-
tion will go where the need i greatest.

Mr. FULTON. I thank the gentleman
very much.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield

Mr. BLOOM. I agree with what the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Juppl
just said with reference to the amount
for the children. I think it is imperative
to do what is necessary now and not wait
until later. I think this will help the
whole proposition, and that is why I am
following the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Juppl.

Mr, FULTON. I am glad to have the
gentleman’s comments. I simply wanted
to bring out this point so it would not
come up later as an objection.
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. 1 yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Juopp] seems to be a very, very
good amendment. Iwonder if by author-
izing $50,000,000 for the children’s pro-
gram we are not automatically cutting
down on other relief and cutting it down
to $150,000,000 rather than authorizing
$200,000,000 as the bill now stands.

Mr. FULTON. That is a part of my
question, whether it cuts the total
amount of relief down.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield.

Mr. VORYS, Is it not a fact that if
we leave the children’s fund out of this
and decide to put through special legis-
lation later for the children’s fund, we
can do that, but if we do not do some-
thing now, the President cannot do any-
thing about any of it. The one impor-
tant thing to do is to get this relief
prozram going as soon as possible and
not delay any of the different parts of it.
If we want to take a second guess later
with other legislation, we can do so.

Mr. EARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield.

Mr. BARDEN. Do I understand the
language of this amendment to mean
that in spite of any other restrictions in
the bill this money shall be used as in-
dicated in the amendment?

Mr. FULTON. No: it will come under
the restrictions previously adopted by
amendments here and which have been
put in the bill by the commiitee.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I believe the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania is not correct in
the answer that he has just made. This
money will be administered by the In-
ternational Emergency Children's Fund.
Its director has already laid down re-
strictions and limitations which are sim-
ilar and in some respects even more
strict, but are not identical with those
we have adopted here. It cannot be
handled under two sets of restrictions.
For example, the conditions as to how
credits are to be extended, and so forth
are not applicable and should not be
applied to contributions to the children’s
fund.

Mr. FULTON. I think the gentleman
has made a real point. This children’s
fund then, is not under the particular
restrictions of this bill. The funds are
being taken out of the general relief pro-
gram and a separate program is being
made of it.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a further ques-
tion?

Mr. FULTON. 1 yield.

Mr. BARDEN. I think the House
would like this matter cleared up. Do I

understand that this fund is to be used

in Communist-dominated countries?

Mr. JUDD. Yes; it can be used in
Communist-dominated countries the
same as the rest of the $200,000,000
which has already been voted can be used
in Communist-dominated countries sub-
ject to restrictions such as I have already
referred to.
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Mr. BARDEN. What was the reason
the gentleman objected to putting the
same restriction upon the use of these
funds that we placed upon the rest of
the $200,000,000?

Mr. JUDD. Because under the rules
and regulations adopted by the manage-
ment of the children’s fund these es-
sential restrictions have already been
established. It has been in the process
of organization since last December.
This is to authorize our contributions to
it to help it get actual field operations
going. It, itself, adopted similar restric-
tions long before we came along.

Mr. FULTON. If this is not under
the same restrictions as the rest of the
bill and is a separate program, I believe
it is cutting down the total amount of
relief, and it may react against the chil-
dren’s fund later, therefore I think the
amendment should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FowL-
ron] has expired.

All time has expired.

The guestion is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Juopl.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. FoLtoN) there
were—ayes 145, noes 10.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, which I send to the
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment proposed by Mrs, ST. GEORGE:

Strike out of section 1, lines 8 and 4 the
following: “to the President mot to exceed”,
and add after the end of section 1 the fol-
lowing:

“The President, by and with the consent
of the Senate, shall appoint a Director, to be
known as the Director of Foreign Rellef, said
Director to be paid a sum not to exceed
$15,000 per annum. The Director shall, in
turn, appoint citizens of the United States,
without any criminal record, and having no
affiliation or membership in the Communist
Party, to oversee relief in all countries need-
ing such relief. These citizens to be paid
the regular amounts according to their eivil-
service rating plus expenses while on duty
abroad, and volunteers may be appointed at
the discretion of the Director, and, if mili-
tary or naval personnel, they shall continue
to receive their regular pay and allowances
as though on active service. All civilian
persons appointed by the Director of Foreign
Relief shall be investigated by the Pederal
Bureau of Investigation, which shall certify
to the Director of Foreign Relief their citi-
zenship, eriminal record, if any, and political
background, and affiliations. Files shall be
kept by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
on all these persons and such files are to
be available at all times to Members of Con-
gress and all Federal officials acting in an of-
ficlal capacity.”

Btrike out section 2. (a) and substitute
therefore the following:

“Under the direction of the Director of
Forelgn Relief, such relief assistance shall be
provided in the form of transfers of supplies,
or the establishment in this country of credits
subject to the control of the Director, in such
quantities and on such terms as the Di-
rector of Foreign Relief may determine; ex-
cept that no such transfers of supplies or
establishment of credits may be made after
June 30, 1948."

Line 17, page 3 strike out "President” and
gxetl:ftitute therefore “Director of Foreign
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Line 23, page 4 strike out “President” and
substitute therefore “Director of Foreign

Line 8, page 5 strike out “President” and
substitute therefore “Director of Forelgn
Relief.”

Strike out “Sec. 6. The authority of the
President under sections 2, 3, and 4, to the
extent the President directs, be exercised

. by the Becretary of State.”

Strike out “Sec. 7. The President shall sub-
mit to the Congress quarterly reporis of ex-
penditures and activities under authority of
this joint resolution,” and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“Sec, 6. The Director of Foreign Relief shall
submit to the Congress guarterly reports of
expenditures and activities under authority
of this joint resolution.”

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, in
offering this amendment I want it to be
clearly understood that it is in no way
a reflection or criticism on the work of
the committee. I was very happy to
hear at the beginning of this debate one
distinguished member of the committee
make the statement on the floor of the
House that he would like amendments, in
fact, that the committee felt that the
kill needed amending. This seems to me
quite apparent as we have seen a good
many amendments offered by members
of the committee.

It seems to me that if we turn back
the pages of history a little we can see
that this country of ours did the most
outstanding piece of relief and welfare
work not so very long ago when Herbert
Hoover took over and administered Bel-
gian relief after World War 1.

It is my thought that if we can pat-
tern the administration of this relief as
closely as possible on what was done
at that time we would come = little near-
er perfection. I regret that owing to the
change in the times volunteer service is
no longer considered very important. It
has seemed more necessary that this
should be put under Government, and
that the Director should be paid.

I think we all object to the blank-check
idea—I know that my people at home ob-
ject to it; and that is another reason
why I have tried to get away from that
and have a Director appointed with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

It also seems to me in view of the dis-
cussions on the floor of this House that
it is very essential that this money be
administered in these countries, and
wherever it is administered, by reputable
American citizens. That is why that re-
quirement is also incorporated in this
amendment. We have seen what can
happen when our money and nothing else
is sent abroad. We know of the fiasco in
Yugoslavia and other countries. We
must be careful, but we want to feed the
starving. .

An important point I want to make is
that money alone is not charity.

Unless we are willing to send people
over there to do this job, to see that
our dollars go where they can do good,
our intentions will not be accomplished.
We can do harm with money if it is not
properly administered.

The purpose of my amendment is
simply the proper administration of the
fund that we, the Representatives, are
taking from the taxpayers. I would far
prefer to see the American Red Cross
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and kindred organizations go out and
ask the people of the United States: “Do
you want to give $200,000,000?” And I
think they would give $300,000,000. I do
not think we have the right to take their
money to give to any charity. I never
was taught to give away other people’s
money. It is one thing to lend money,
but it is quite another thing to say: “I
will take your $£5 and give it to a relief
that I think needs it.”

This is a welfare hill, nothing more nor
less, and as long as it is going to be ad-
ministered by the Government, let it be
administered so that it really will do
good and not result in feeding the armies
of Tito or some other dictator in Europe.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey.

There was no objection.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, it is with
reluctance that I rise to oppose the
amendment proposed by the gentie-
woman from New York, because many
of the things she has stated about her
amendment are thoroughly sound, and
the remarks she made in its support are
remarks that many of us, I am sure,
agree with and all shouid weigh care-
fully. As a matter of fact, T have an
amendment to propose to section 6 which
will provide an administrator to be con=
firmed by the Senate under the Presi-
dent. If the committee will study the
structure of the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment, they will find that throughout this
bill she has substituted “administrator”
for the President, so that we would have
an administrator negotiating with for-
eign countries as to agreements and as
to the carrying on of other negotiations
which are necessary under this bill. I
believe that we should have an adminis-
trator, and, as I say, I have a brief
amendment which I shall propose to sec-
tion 6 patterned after the administrator
amendment adopted in the Greck-
Turkish bill in the other body. This
particular amendment provides, how-
ever, for military personnel and for the
complete substitution of an administra-
tor for the President in the conduct of
our foreign affairs in connection with re-
lief, which I believe goes a little too far.
On the other hand, everything that the
gentlewoman has said could be stated in
favor of an administrator to be placed
under the direction of the President, to
be provided in section 6 of the bill.

I hope the pending amendment will be
defeated and the same administrative
result achieved without changing the
conduct of our foreign relations by an
amendment a little later in the bill.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Is not the main purpose
of the amendment which the gentleman
will present, in case the amendment of
the lady from New York is voted down,
as I hope it will be, the recognition that
the State Department is a policy-form-
ing and not an administrative body? It
was not set up to do administrative work;
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it has not had much experience in that
field. As a result, there has been exces=
sive confusion in most State Depart-
ment programs with which I have had
contact. All of us know how difficult it
usually is to find the man in the State
Department who has the real authority
and power in a given program. Each of-
ficial refers you to another. We want to
have a one-man hesd—one man re-
sponsible, We do not want this to be
improperly administered. We want to
have one man, appointed by the Presi-
dent and confirmed by the Senate, to be
responsible, as Mr. Hoover was responsi-
ble after World War I, so that we can
be sure it will be administered to the
greatest advantage.

Mr. VORYS. That is true, but we do
not want to supersede the President of
the United States, so the entire splendid
argument made by the gentlewoman
would apply to an amendment which will
be offered a litile bit later. I suggest
that this amendment be voted down, and
that you will remember her splendid re-
marks when provision for an admin-
istrator is proposed at a more appro-
priate period a little later in the day.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

woman from New York [Mrs. ST.
GEORGE].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, Mr, Chair=

man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, SmiTH of Wis-
consin: At the end of section 1, add the fol-
lowing:

“Appropriations authorized by this joint
resolution shall be available for relief in
Austria, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, and
in China.”

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer this amendment in the be-
lief that the majority of the Members
of this House want it. The countries
should be named. I believe that it
would be a tragic mistake for us at this
time to send word to these countries
which are supposedly dominated by
Communists that we intend to do noth-
ing in their behalf. I do not believe
that this in any way affects the so-called
Colmer substitute, and it ought to be in
this bill. We are faced with a situation
that calls for relief. We want to give re-
lief to these countries who are so des-
perately in need. Now we have the op-
portunity to do it.

I urge that the Committee at this
time adopt this amendment.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VORYS. Would the gentleman
be willing to restore to his amendment
an amount, say, $15,000,000, that could
be used outside of the named countries?
For instance, General Marshall has men-
tioned Trieste, where an emergency sit-
uation may arise. Would the gentleman
be willing to restore that language to
his amendment?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, Does the
gentleman suggest an amount?

Mr. VORYS. I would say $15, 000 ,000.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that my

I yield to
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amendment be corrected so as to include
the sum of $15,000,000 for the purposes
named.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman’s amendment would then read,
after the word “China’:

Provided, That the President, if he shall
determine that emergency needs exist in any
other country or countries, is authorized to
utilize not more than $15,000000 for the
purpose of providing relief in such other
country or countries.

Is that not correct?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin.
right.

The CHAIKMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

Mr. RAYBURN. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, may we have
the amendment reported now as it
would read if unanimous consent were
granted for the gentleman to modify his
amendment, this not to be taken out of
the gentleman’s time?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Clerk will report fhe amendment
as modified.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMrTH of Wis-
consin: At the end of section 1 add the fol-
lowing:

“Appropriations authorized by this joint
resolution shall be available for relief in
Austria, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Foland, and
China: Provided, That the President, If he
shall determine that emergency needs exist
in any other countiry or countries, is author-
ized to utilize not more than $15,000,000 for
the purpose of providing relief in such other
country or countries.”

Mr. RAYBURN. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, and I shall not
object, I think the amendment together
with the amendment to the amendment
makes this bill incomparably better than
it is now.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. EATON. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 7 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the reguest of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. BARDEN].

Mr. BARDEN. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment, but I have
asked for this recognition not so much to
oppose the amendment as to see if we
cannot clarify the situation a little bit.
I think we have seen enough confusion
here in the House this afternoon, and
now we are tossing around countries and
millions of dollars as children do toys. I
do not know how many countries are in
need. I doubt if many Members of this
House know the condition of the govern-
ment in Austria. I doubt if we know the
conditions in Trieste and the other
countries that we now seem to name,

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BARDEN. Iyield tothe gentleman
from Massachusetts.

That is
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Mr. HERTER. The countries that are
named are those specifically named in the
committee report, the State Department
saying that relief will be limited to those
countries.

Mr. BARDEN. Can the gentleman give
me some idea of the type of government
now existing in Austria?

Mr. HERTER. It is under military
control.

Mr. BARDEN. Under whose military
control?

Mr. EERTER. Russian, French, Brit-
ish, and our own, and there is a govern-
ment that has been recognized, not by us
officially, that is operating with a presi-
dent and a chancelor.

Mr. BARDEN. What situation are we
going to be in when we add this to the
other amendments adopted?

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? I think I can answer
the gentleman’s question about the
$15,000,000.

Mr. BARDEN. I would yield to any-
body who could clear it up.

Mr. MUNDT. As I understand the
question, it is: Why is the $15,000,000
made available to the countries not
named in the bill? Is that correct?

Mr. BARDEN. That is one of the
questions, yes.

Mr. MUNDT. I will be happy to try to
answer that. It is because the bill origi-
nally is intended to cover the relief needs
in war-devastated countries. There are
other countries which were devastated by
war besides those named herein. Trieste
is a case in point, Czechoslovakia is a
case in point, and Yugoslavia is another
case in point. There are others. Fifteen
million dollars of this amount is there-
fore made available in the amendment to
the Smith amendment for some unfore-
seen emergency which might develop in
those countries not named by Mr. SmITH,
subject, however, to the Colmer amend-
ment as amended by the Mundt amend-
ment. This means American missions to
distribute the relief wherever that is
necessary to obtain the desired results.

Mr. BARDEN. Then the gentleman is
sending this money to Czechoslovakia?

Mr. MUND?F. No.

Mr. BARDEN. Does the gentleman
propose that part of it shall go there?

Mr. MUNDT. We propose to make
this $15,000,000 available should some
unforeseen emergency, pestilence or
something of that kind, develop, where
we would be called upon to furnish re-
lief to a counfry not named by Mr.
SMITH's proposed amendment.

Mr. BARDEN. I thought we took
care of this situation fairly well with the
gentleman’s amendment and the Col-
mer amendment, and clarified this situa-
tion as to where we wanted the money to
BO.

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct.

Mr. BARDEN. Now, we come back and
the gentleman presents the same argu-
ment that he presented on his amend-
ment in support of this amendment.

Mr. MUNDT. I am not speaking for
the Smith amendment. I am pointing
out why the $15,000,000 is added. I am
supporting that part of the amendment,
but I am not supporting the Smith
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amendment. However, if it is adopted,
as seems likely, I think the provision
leaving $15,000,000 free for emergency
use elsewhere is essential. With that
provision in it I see no great disadvan-
tage in the Smith amendment, but I am
not supporting it,

Mr. BARDEN. You are supporting
$15,000,000 worth of his amendment, but
you are noi supporting his amendment?

Mr. T. The gentleman is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. BARDEN. I find there is another
gentleman who is just as badly mixed up
about this as I am.

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. I yield.

Mr. BREHM. Can the gentleman as-
certain why the bill was brought to the
floor of the House in such a hodge-podge
manner and why it was not written in
committee where it should have been
written instead of attempting to write it
on the floor of the House?

Mr. BARDEN. I am sorry I cannot
answer the gentleman’s question. I am
very much disturbed about the same
thing. If we keep shaking this bill from
one side to the other, I am not so sure
but that we .will not tear up its very
foundations. I am sure every Member of
this body will recall that we overwhelm-
ingly defeated this proposition within
the last hour.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. I yield.

Mr. VORYS. Under the Colmer
amendment and the Mundt amendment,
we can go into Communist-dominated
countries, provided certain regulations
are carried out. However, it has not been
suggested that we go into any countries
that might be so described except two.
This amendment makes it clear that we
are not under any circumstances going
into Yugoslavia, Byelorussia, Romania,
and Bulgaria except that $15,000,000 is
left to the discretion of the President in
the case of all the war-devastated coun-
tries in case some emergency situation
should arise. But that will not be enough
out of the whole amount to make very
much difference. This makes it clear
that Congress says we are not going into
Russia itself, which is a war-devastated
country, and which might conceivably
receive relief even under the Colmer and
Mundt amendment.

Mr. BARDEN. Is the gentleman in a
position to say at this point that the
countries named in this amendment are
the only devastated countries in Europe
which are in need and which are not
communistically dominated? I am op-
posed to financing communism directly
or indirectly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
expired.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARDEN. I asked the gentleman
if you are in a position to say at this time
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that the countries named in the amend-
ment which is now pending are the only
countries in Europe that are war devas-
tated and in need and which are not
dominated by Communists.

Mr. VORYS. Why, no.

Mr. BARDEN. Then, why go along
with the amendment?

Mr., VORYS. The gentleman knows
that Yugoslavia is a Communist satellite
country. There are a whole string of
other countries. But the point is in the
matter of relief the United Nations and
the State Department have said that no
countries except the ones named in this
amendment are going to be included. I
quote from the hearings:

The following European countries appear
to have need of outside assistance: Austria,
Greece, Hungary, Italy, and Poland. It is
anticipated also that China may have emer-
gency needs.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield me a few seconds of
my time?

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman was tak-
ing the time that was reserved for the
committee.

Mr. BARDEN. This time was granted
me_by unanimous consent of this body.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carclina has
again expired.

Mr. BARDEN. The gentleman was
late in his suggestion.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. SmiTH].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk. '

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OWENS: On page
1, line 3, strike out the word "that” and in-
sert “that inasmuch as an emergency exists
in certain countries of Europe and Asia
which might affect the general welfare of
our Nation.”

Mr. OWENS. Then I go on and state:

There is hereby authorized to be appro=-
priated—

And so forth.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OWENS. Yes; I am glad to yield
to the chairman of the committee.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. OWENS. I do not think it will
take that long.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to again
read the amendment which I have sub-
mitted. Right at the beginning, that is
the first paragraph, my motion is to
strike cut the word “That” and insert
the words “That inasmuch as an emer-
geney exists in certain countries of
Europe and Asia which might affect the
welfare of our Nation"—then proceed
with the balance of the paragraph. This
amendment goes to the constitutionality
of the measure, and permit me to state
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briefly the reason why I am submitting
the same. Last week, and again yester-
day, I heard a great deal of debate which
brings very forcibly to the fore the state-
ment that we have heard many times
previously “that where we need light we
have been getting more heat.” But in-
sofar as I am concerned it has left me
very cold. I read through the entire
record of the proceedings and also the
report of both the majority and the mi-
nerity members. While a great deal was
said as to the need of certain of these
nations of Europe and Asia for financial
aid from us, particularly with regard to
medical supplies, food, and the other ar-
ticles which are mentioned in the bill,
no constitutional reason was given for
our gift of $350,000,000, which I under-
stand is to be the first of a series of sim-
ilar grants which former President
Hoover estimated would reach $1,500,-
000,000 during the coming 2-year period.
Cur Supreme Court has repeatediy held
that a gift to a foreign nation whether
in ecash, credit, or tangible property must
necessarily involve also the congres-
sional power to appropriate the public
money of the United States raised by
taxation and apply it for such purposes.

Artiele I, section 8, clause 1 of the
Constifution invests Congress with the
power to “levy and collect taxes, duties,
imposts, and excises, to pay the debts
and provide for the common defense of
the general welfare of the United States.”
It is now well settled that under this
provision Congress may appropriate and
spend money raised by taxes for the na-
tional welfare, and that congressional
discretion in selecting the means there-
fore is extremely broad. I appreciate
fully the great need of the peoples of
these nations of Europe and Asia. I ap-
preciate also that something should be
done to help them, particularly a nation
like Poland, for whom we actually en-
tered the last war, because of the vicious
attack made upon that nation. How-
ever, we should be willing to state clearly
and succinctly without hesitation that
our purpose is to provide for the com-
mon defense and the general welfare.
If we cannot pass the bill on that basis,
then it cannot be passed at all. Then,
if we were to grant that gift of money
to the foreign nations for that purpose,
it is, in my opinion, our duty to take the
money from the fund which would be
appropriated for the armed services. I
am sure that you feel as I do that it is
time for us to lay aside the methods
which have brought us into two previous
wars whereby we slapped and side-kicked
from the sidelines without taking honest
appropriate action. If we feel that we
are in danger from the Soviet Union, let
us take a firm stand with that nation.
Tell them frankly and courageously what
we feel should be done in the matter. If
we of Congress do this the people of the
Nation are going to respect our action.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. OWENs]
has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I will
take but a few seconds in speaking in
opposition to this amendment for it does
nothing but amend the preamble, It
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does not change the content or the pur-
port of the bill. It simply puts a price
tag on this relief and-tells the countries
of the world that we are glad to help
because we think it is going to pay off for
us. I do not believe that would be ap-
propriate. Certainly we have other
obligations besides this one of selfish-
ness in this' matter. I urge that the
amendment be rejected.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Is it not a fact that
the report of the committee to this
House is an official part of this record
and that if that indicates a constitutional
basis for the granting of this relief it
is sufficient without any preamble to the
resolution?

Mr. MUNDT. I think the preamble
to the resolution at least does nothing
to change the purport or content of the
bill. I never have had too much con-
fidence in the controlling influence of a
committee report, but I am convinced
that this bill will stand any constitu-
tional scrutiny as written at the present
time.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. OWENS. Will the gentleman tell
me where in the bill there is a statement
of purpose?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; at the very be-
ginning it reads:

This bill is to provide for relief assistance

to the people of countries devastated by
war,

. l']I‘hat is the primary purpose of this
ill.

Mr. OWENS. Will the gentleman
admit that the Supreme Court of the
United States has repeatedly held that
that is not sufficient in itself unless there
is compliance with this section of the
Constitution which I have read?

Mr. MUNDT. I am afraid I cannot
recall all of the decisions of the Su-
preme Court here on the spur of the
moment so as to answer your question,
but certainly any Supreme Court that
upheld our participation in UNRRA will
uphold our participation in this all-
American relief program.

I decline to yield further, Mr. Chair-
man, because we are trying to finish this
bill today.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois?

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

BeEc. 2. (a) Under the direction of the
President, such relief assistance shall be pro=
vided in the form of transfers of supplies, or
the establishment in this country of credits
subject to the control of the President, in
such quantities and on such terms as the
President may determine; except that no
such transfers of supplies or establishment
of credits may be made after June 30, 1948,

(b) In carrying out this joint resclution,
funds appropriated pursuant thereto may
be used to pay necessary expenses related to
the providing of such relief assistance, in-
cluding expenses of or incident to the pro-
curement, storage, transportation, and ship-
ment of supplies transferred under subsec-
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tion (a) or of supplies purchased from credits
established under subsection (a).

(¢) Sums from the appropriations made
pursuant to this joint resolution may be al-
located for any of the purposes of this joint
resolution to any department, agency, or
independent establishment of the Govern-
ment and such sums shall be avallable for
obligation and expenditure in accordance
with the laws governing obligations and ex-
penditures of the department, agency, or in-
dependent establishment, or organizational
unit thereof concerned, and without regard
to sections 3709 and 3648 of the Revised Stat-
utes, as amended (U, 8. C., 1940 edition, title
41, sec. 5, and title 31, sec. 529).

(d) When any department, agency, or in-
dependent establishment of the Government
recelves request from the government of any
country for which credits have been estab-
lished under subsection (a) and receives,
from credits so established, advancements or
reimbursements for the cost and necessary
expenses, it may; furnish, or procure and fur-
nish (if advancements are made), supplies
within the category of rellef assistance as
defined in section 1 and may use sums sO
received for the purposes set forth in sub-
section (b) of this section. When any such
reimbursement is made it shall be credited,
at the option of the department, agency, or
independent establishment concerned, either
to the appropriation, fund, or account uti-
lized in Incurring the obligation, or to an
appropriate appropriation, fund, or account
which is current at the time of such reim-
bursement.

Mr. VORYS.
an amegndment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vorys: Page 3,
line 13, at the end of section 2 insert the
following:

“(e) Not more than 10 percent of the ap-
propriations authorized by this resolution
shall be expended for the procurement of
relief supplies in countries other than the
United States. The relief supplies provided
under the terms of this joint resolution shall
be procured and furnished by the appropri-
ate United States procurement agencies un-
less the President shall determine otherwise.”

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment contains two suggestions
made by Mr. Hoover which I understand
are acceptable to the Department of
State and are drafted in the language
provided by Mr. Tyler Wood of the State
Department who was with us during our
committee discussions.

The purpose is to not have us spend
our money outside of the country for
supplies with the hope that other coun-
tries will come in and contribute sup-
plies; if they find they can get money
from the United States they might not
be disposed so to contribute.

The other provision is that the pro-
curement in this country shall be under
the appropriate United States procure-
ment agency so as not to have foreign
countries, recipients of relief money,
bidding for supplies in the American
market., These are what might be called
good housekeeping administrative
amendments, and I believe that there is
no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Vorysl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I offer
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Mr. Chairman, an hour or so ago the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bexnper] and
more recently the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. EarpeN] said that our
thinking on this entire measure is mud-
dled. I agree with them. Clear think-
ing requires facts and most of the facts
behind this measure were marked secret
and have never been communicated to
us. We are not only writing blank
checks, we are writing blank checks in
the dark.

Mr. JONEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNEMAN: Page
2, line 5, after the words “be made after”,
strike out “June 30, 1948” and insert “De-
cember 31, 1947."

Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Chairman, as I
said in support of the first amendment
reducing the $350,000,000 to $200,000,000,
this amendment is complementary to it.
If they had related to the same section
I would have offered them simultane-
ously, but being in different sections I
could not do that. However, all of the
arguments which I made on behalf of
the other amendment apply to this
amendment,

There is a wealth of information, facts
and evidence telling us that there will
be no need for relief after 1947, that
there will be no need for relief in these
countries in 1948 except some. of the
members of the State Department say,
“With the possible exception of Aus-
tria.” Not the probable exception of
Austria, but the possible exception of
Austria. They may need some limited
relief after that time.

Now, that is only a possibility. If that
should occur there is enough in the bill
for them to get some stuff into Austria
to take care of the situation or, on the
other hand, Congress will be in session
again at that time.

Why should we insist upon ending this
on December 31, 1947? As I said before,
when we passed the last authorization
for UNRRA in the sum of $1,350,000,000,
I offered an amendment at that time that
the President should serve notice on
UNRRA that we are withdrawing from
UNRRA at the end of that time and
there was a provision in the basic law
that we should withdraw. Why? There
must come an end to this relief. At
some time we have to begin to whittle
down. The amendment was defeated
at that time, although the leadership

said it was a very good amendment, that .

I should bLring it up independently. I
- did not do that.

Mr. Chairman, we are giving the State
Department, the administration, every-
thing they ask for if we limit this to De-
cember 31, 1947. There is not a single
word in the hearings against doing that
and there is not a single word in the hear-
ings that says that we should extend it
beyond that date. .

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONEMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Does not the gentleman
feel that in case we accept his amend-
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ment, and along about November it looks
as if the money is not going to be needed,
some excuse will be found for spending it
anyway, so that it would be better to
have it strung over the whole year rather
than until December?

Mr. JONKMAN. No, indeed not. The
Committee was informed that the $350,-
000,000 was to last through the first crop
year, and that is all they would need. We
were given the same assurance, and this
thing will drag on and on continuously
otherwise. If there was any evidence
whatsoever, if there was a scintilla of
evidence of necessity to continue this
through the fiscal year, there might be
some argument, bui there is none what-
soever, and at the same time there should
not be any question in our minds whatso-
ever to adopt this amendment. Now is
the time to do it.

Let me repeat: We are giving them
everything they ask for. It is said here,
for instance, that we are not strengthen-
ing the hands of our Secretary of State,
General Marshall, if we cut it down. We
are not cutting it down. It might even
be that the dafe June 30, 1948, is merely
a mistake, because the fiscal year ends
at that time. There is no reason for it.

I ask that the amendment be adopted.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey? 2

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr, Javrrsl.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the
House has already limited the amount
to be expended to $200,000,000. It now
proposes to run exactly counter to its
efforts at economy if it passes this
amendment, for this reason:

The bill reads, on page 2, lines 4 and 5:

No such transfers of supplies or establish-
ment of credits may be made after June 30,
1948,

By the amendment it is sought to
change that date and to provide that no
such transfers of supplies or establish-
ment of credits may be made after De-
cember 31, 1947. What will happen will
be that all the credits will be established
prior to December 31, 1947. The $200,-
000,000 will be used up anyhow and the
administration will be in here on the
3d of January 1948 with a new bill ask-
ing for more money, whereas if you de-
feat this amendment, at least you show
your intention that the amount you are
appropriating, reduced as it is, shall
cover the period to June 30, 1948,

I respectfully submit that the amend-
ment must be defeated if you are to be
consistent.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. VORYS. Is it not true that those
who are economy minded ordinarily at-
tempt to stretch appropriations and au-
thorizations as far as possible rather
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than to limit the expenditure to a short-
er time? That is the proposition in-
volved here. I hope that we encourage
the spreading of the appropriations and
authorizations as far as possible rather
than encouraging the speeding up of
the spending of the money.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. JONKMAN].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

BEc. 3. No relief assistance shall be provided
under the authority of this joint resolution
to the people of any couniry unless the gov-
ernment of such country has given assurance
satisfactory to the President that (a) the
supplies transferred or otherwise made avail-
able pursuant to this Joint resolution, as
well as similar supplies produced loecally or
imported from outside sources, will be dis-
tributed among the peogple of such country
without discrimination as to race, creed, or
political belief; (b) representatives of the
Government of the United States and of the
press and radio of the United States will be
permitted to observe freely and to report fully
regarding the distributinn and utilization of
such supplies; (¢) full and continucus pub-
licity will be given within such country as
to the purpose, source, character, scope,
amounts, and progress of the United States
relief program carried on therein pursuant
to this joint resolution; (d) if f{ood, medical
supplies, fertilizer, or seed is transferred or
otherwise made avallable to such country
pursiant to this joint resolution, no articles
of the same character will be exported or
removed from such country while r eed there-
for for relief purposes continues; (e) such
country has taken or is taking, insofar as
possible, the economic measures necessary to
reduce its relief needs and to provide for its
own future reconstruction; (f) upon request
of the President, it will furnish promptly
information concerning the production, use,
distribution, importation, and exportatiun of
any supplies which affect the relief needs of
the people of such country; &and (g) repre-
sentatives of the Government of the United
States will be permitted to supervise the
distribution among the people of such coun-
try of the supplies transferred or otherwise
made avallable pursuant to this joint reso-
Iution.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vorys: At the
end of section 3 strike out the period and
insert a semiecolon and the following:
“(h) That when rellef supplies procured
with the funds authorized by this joint reso-
lution are sold by any receiving government
for local currency, the amounts of such local
currency shall be deposited by that govern-
ment in a special account and shall be used
only for relief and rehabilitation purposes
with the approval of the duly authorized rep-
resentative of the United States."

‘Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, I believe, is self-explana-
tory. It is, of course, obvious that most
of these relief supplies—grain, and so
forth—are going to be distributed in the
countries through their regular distribu-
tion systems. This amendment provides
that the money which constitutes the
proceeds of the sale of these supplies
shall be impounded in a special fund
in the local currency and used only for
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relief and rehabilitation purposes under
the approval of the representatives of
the United States. Similar arrange-
ments were provided under UNRRA.
We found that a similar proposition was
going to be incorporated in the contracts
to be made with the countries. This
language in my amendment was drafted
by a representative of the State Depart-
ment. I do not believe there is now any
objection to this provision.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. RICHARDS. Is it not the inten-
tion of the gentleman that these funds
that are recaptured in a country shall
be used only for relief and rehabilitation
in that particular counfry? Would not
the gentleman accept that amendment?

Mr, VORYS., I feel ihat it would be
better to leave the language as drafted
because if the country involved and the
United States representative agreed, con-
ceivably, that some relief or rehabilita-
tion should take place in another coun-
try and it could be financed by local cur-
rency, I do not think we should put in
here something that would block that
use of the money, although that is, of
course, not required one way or the other.
I do not think we ought to tie the hands
of the administration by requiring that
this money be expended for relief or re-
habilitation in any particular spot.

Mr. RICHARDS. Is it not a fact that
under the gentleman’s amendment if
funds were recaptured in Poland they
could be used by this administration in
Hungary? Then you have the guestion
of foreign exchange and different cur-
rencies and all those problems.

Mr. VORYS. You would have the
question of foreign exchange immedi-
ately, but if you can conceive of a sit-
uation where, let us say, in Italy as the
result of the sale of American relief sup-
plies the Government had an amount of
lire on hand and could purchase some-
thing that could be used in another
country needing relief, it seems to me we
ought not to put in here anything that
would prevent that sort of use of that
currency. But the provision for im-
pounding the local currency is such that
I do not conceive that there would be
many instances of that kind.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield to the gentle~
man from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Isnot one of the purposes
of this amendment to avoid any possi-
bility of the thing that happened in
Yugoslavia, where UNRRA sent in sup-
plies and they were sold by Tito's gov-
ernment and he used the proceeds to
pay more soldiers? We want the money
that comes irom the sale of these relief
supplies to be used for relief purposes
in their own country, if needed. There
conceivably could be a case, for example,
in Poland, which the genfleman men-
tioned, and which normally has agricul-
tural products to export, where they
would have a boom crop and surpluses.
Under this amendment they would use
the Polish currency from the sale of re-
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lief supplies to buy their local agricul-
tural surpluses to be delivered at the
border of Hungary, for example, to help
relieve starvation there, if it should exist.
Maybe such an instance would not de-
velop. But if it should, then this is a
good safeguard to prevent misuse of the
funds a government secures from the
sale of relief supplies in that country.

Mr. VORYS. Certainly no such pro-
vision would be carried out unless the
President and the administrator wanted
to do it, I do not see why we need {o tie
the hands of the President in this regard.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, will not
the gentleman agree to an amendment
to his amendment to insert on the sixth
line of his .amendment after the words
“relief and rehabilitation purposes” the
words “within that country”? I think
that will meet the situation. In other
words, it allows everything that the gen-
tleman proposes here, except it does not
allow these recaptured funds to be car-
ried from one country and used in some
other country,

Mr. VORYS, I am in a position here
of protecting the discretion of the Pres-
ident and the relief administrator. The
gentleman wants to tie the hands of the
President in advance, if the situation
should arise where the United States rep-
resentative under his direction would
wish to ask that relief and rehabilitation
be provided for some other country. I
do not think it is necessary because I
do not think many such situations would
arise. But I do not believe we should
bar that possibility.

Mr. RICHARDS. I shall not insist.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio may have three additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from

Michigan?
There was no objection.
Mr. DINGELL. I believe the gentle-

man from Minnesota referred to the fact
that in the event theie were surpluses in
Poland the money allotted for the Polish
program could probably be used for the
purpose of buying surpluses to use else-
where. Did I understand that correctly?

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman did not
understand correctly.

Mr. DINGELL. Certainly that is a de-
sirable thing. Would that not go fur-
ther to aid Poland in her reconstruction
for the future?

Mr. VORYS. No; the gentleman is in
error in this way. If supplies were fur-
nished to Poland which were sold and
which resulted in income in Polish
money, then there would be a possibility
if there were surpluses in Poland that
money which is in Polish exchange could
be used to buy Polish supplies and con-
ceivably used elsewhere. But it seems
to me that is making our dollar do double
work, and it is a good idea:

Mr. DINGELL. I am in agreement
with that. I do not believe we ought to
subscribe to any amendment at this late
moment,
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Mr. VORYS. I agree with the gentle-
man. I ask for a vote on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has again expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
Vorysl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

I have followed this debate with much
interest and with deep concern. I have
been pleased to vote in favor of amend-
ments specifying the countries to receive
aid, such as Poland, and certain other
countries, as well as to set up definite
procedures to prevent American aid from
being misused by Communist-controlled
puppet governments. The debate thus
far on the floor of the House has indi-
cated, in my opinion, a desire on the part
of the American people to help their less
fortunate friends abroad and at the same
time this debate has indicated a deep-
seated conviction that the administra-
tion of relief funds in the past has been
badly handled. This bill as written and
as amended on the floor of the House does
what it is supposed to do. It provides
aid to the needy.

I rise at this point not to carry on that
particular line of argument but rather
to ask the distinguished gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr, Eaton], chairman of
the Foreign Affairs Committee, a question
which many of my constituents have
asked me—Does House Joint Resolution
153, providing for relief assistance to the
people of the countries devastated by war,
further weaken the United Nations?

Mr. EATON. My answer to that is
“No.”

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Will the gentle-
man please explain his answer in more
detail?

Mr. EATON. My explanation is sim-
ply this: The United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration is an in-
ternational organization and it ends
shortly. The need developed after the
ending of this. The matter was consid-
ered by the United Nations and our own
representatives made this proposal, that
from now on, in finishing the work that
was left by UNRRA, we do it on a uni-
lateral basis, and that was agreed to
by the United Nations Authority. Con-
sequently, it is not by-passing but is act-
ing in accord with the understanding of
the United Nations.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would like to ask
the chairman of the committee this ques-
tion: In other words, the unilateral posi-
tion, which the chairman has mentioned,
throws the entire burden on the people
of the United States, does it not?

Mr. EATON. No.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then, who else is
participating in this relief program which
is a perpetuation of UNRRA?

Mr. EATON. The amount proposed
for relief was $610,000,000. The United
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States agreed to take 57 percent of that.
‘We have backed away from that. Mean-
while, Great Britain, Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand have offered to come
{‘n and it is hoped that many others will

0 SO.

Mr. CRAWFORD. What other coun-
tries are making a contribution to the
$350,000,000 carried in this bill? What
other countries are making contribu-
tions?

Mr. EATON. Here is what the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations
adopted un December 12, 1946: A reso-
lution urging the following performance
of the United Nations Relief and Re-
habilitation Administration: Residual
relief needs in such countries be made
during the ensuing year, through the
development of the respective programs
of all members of the United Nations.

Mr. CRAWFORD. In other words,
the $350,000,000 program here presented
is the portion assigned to the United
States?

Mr. EATON. Not assigned, but sug-
gested.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Well, assumed by
the United States.

Mr. EATON. Yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. What portion is
England assuming and what portion is
Canada assuming and what portion is
Australia and New Zealand assuming?

Mr. EATON. My latest advice is that
the definite assumption of those nations
has not yet been made, but they have
given assurance that they will stand up
and do their part in accordance with the
suggestion.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Buti as far as the
record shows at this moment, then, the
United States, through this $350,000,000
or $200,000,000 carries on the finishing
up work of UNRRA?

Mr. EATON. But we have taken no
definite position that unless the other
nations come across and agree exactly
as we have that we will quit.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is exactly
the point. We carry on whether they
drop out or not.

Mr. EATON. Well, the obligation that
we assumed we consider is our obligation,
and in assuming that we discharge our
obligation and do not mix up with the
obligation of the others.

Mr. JONEMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield.

Mr. JONKMAN. The only thing we
can go on is the record, and here is the
last word on it from Dean Acheson:

Question. What assurances or expectations
do we have of assistance to the countries to
be benefited from other countries than our

own as contemplated by the program?
Answer. The PEritish have announced a

program of $40,000,000 in aid to Austria.

I have already shown that is a straight
loan; a sterling loan.

The Norwegian Parliament has voted the
equivalent of $3,000,000. Denmark is mak-
ing available the equivalent of $4,000,000.
New Zealand has stated its intention to make
available some meat and other commodities,
On the basis of consultations which have
been conducted with other countries we
believe that additional contributions will
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be forthcoming if favorable action 1s taken
by the United States, since some countries
are waiting to see what action we take.

Mr. EATON. And I may say the New
Zealand meat will be largely horse meat.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. SEELY-
Brown] has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that.the gentieman
may proceed for one additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no cbhjection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Is it not a fact that the
question just asked and the answer given,
that other nations will not-conftribute,
are an argument for more and not less
money, as far as we are concerned?

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. The gentleman
can reach his own conclusion on that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut has again
expired,

By unanimous consent, the pro forma
amendments were withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 4. When supplies are transferred or
otherwise made available to any country pur-
suant to this joint resolution, the President
shall cause representatives of the Govern-
ment of the United States (1) to supervise
the distribution of such supplies among the
people of such country, and (2) to observe
and report with respect to the out
of the assurances given to the President
pursuant to section 3.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, in view of
the fact we do not know what the amend-
ment is or how much we should debate it,
I object to the request.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lobge:

Page 4, line 25, strike out the word “and.”

Page 5, line 2, strike out the period, insert
a comma and the following: “and (3) make
certain that reparations payable by any such
country to any other country by treaty have

been postponed during the perlod of such
relief.”

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, in effect, provides that
treaty reparations shall be postponed
during the period of this relief.

The purposes of this amendment are:

(a) To provide relief for Hungary in
spite of armistice reparations imposed
by Soviet Russia;

(b) To prevent the payment of repa-
rations by Hungary;

(c) If this is not done, to postpone
the payment of these reparations until
Hungary has recovered from the ravages
of war; and

(d) To protect the American taxpayer
from making payments toward repara-
tions while he is paying for relief.

In his testimony before the Foreign
Affairs Committee of this body, the for-
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mer President of the United States, the
Honorable Herbert Hoover, remarked:

The nations recelving reparations from
relief countries should be asked at once to
defer reparations until these relief costs are
repald. The justice of this proposal lies
in the fact that this relief obviously serves
to preserve the manpower productivity of
that ecountry and therefore its ability to pay
reparations (p. 56 of the hearings on H. J.
Res. 153.)

I do not happen to believe that it is
wise to require payment of the relief
costs. It does not seem to me sound or
feasible to require needy countries to
borrow for reliefi such commodities as
food, although it would appear quite
proper to make rehabilitation and recon-
struction items the subject of loans since
these can be used in obtaining foreign
exchange. But I do feel that the pay-
ment of reparations by such countries
should be deferred while they are receiv-
ing relief.

The reason why this amendment re-
fers specifically to reparations provided
by trealy is because Hungary is, under
the armistice provisions with Soviet Rus-
sia, currently paying $23,000,000 a year
in reparations, which reparations would
have the effect of increasing the relief
needs of Hungary. In reply to a line of
questions of mine, Mr. Clayton, the
Under Secretary of State for Economic
Affairs, stated in his testimony:

I want the record to be clear on this point:
I am not informed that in the case of Hun-
gary, reparations payments of $23,000,000
a year are of a character which would affect
its relief needs. We have taken that into
account In making these estimates (p. 38
of the hearings on H. J. Res. 153.)

It seems to me unfair to deprive Hun-
gary of relief because reparations have
been forced upon her by Soviet Russia
under the tferms of the armistice.
Shortly after the end of the war the Hun-
garians manifested their desire for a
democratic form of government by a
vote of 95 to 5. They should not now
be penalized for their anticommunism.

But with respect to the future and
particularly in view of the President’s
address to the joint session of Congress
on March 12, it seems to me essential
that the American taxpayer should not
be burdened both with relief for coun-
tries devastated by war and with pay-
ments which would eventually consti-
tute reparations to totalitarian coun-
tries. Indeed, our distinguished Secre-
tary of State, General Marshall, has
made this very clear in connection with
the Russian desire to obtain German
reparations payments from current pro-
duction, General Marshall has indi-
cated his unwillingness to transfer a sub-
stantial part of the burden of German
reparations to the backs of the Amer-
ican taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, if we are to adopt the
policy enunciated by the President, let
us hew to that policy. No country can
afford to follow two conflicting policies
at one and the same time. We cannot
successfully hunt with the hounds while
we are running with the hares.

The problem of bringing relief through
Communist-dominated puppet govern-
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ments is at best a difficult one. Our ex-
perience with UNRRA left much to be
desired. There will probably be grave
difficulties in connection with this
United States program. And yet I feel
that we must not condemn to death by
starvation those neople who have been
stalwart and stanch in their opposition
to Communist pressure, We must en-
deavor to bring this relief to the needy
and not to bolstering the black markets
which abound under these Communist
oligarchies,

But although this relief must go for-
ward, it is entirely fitting that we should
require that during the life of this legis-
lation no reparations e paid since such
reparations will increase the relief needs
of countries to which we propose to
bring relief assistance.

If this amendment is adopted, it will,
in my opinion, have a most salutary and
resounding effect. It will reassure the
taxpayers of this country as to the ex-
penditure of their money for relief in
devastated countries. It will demon-
strate our conviction that we played our
full part in the recent war and that it is
neither necessary nor appropriate that
we now make additional payments by
way of reparations. Finally, it will in-
dicate to all the world that although we
are bent on relieving suffering and star-
vation we are also determined not to
assist the antifreedom forces which, in
spite of the war’s end, are still very much
on the march.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield tothe gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the bill be dispensed with and that
all debate on the pending amendment
and all amendments end at 5:30.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, does the Chair-
man have any idea how many more
amendments there are?

Mr. EATON. I am advised there are
two more amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. There are three on
the Clerk’s desk.

Mr. EATON. Does that include the
pending amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. Including the pend-
ing amendment.

Mr, BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I understand if
we finish at half-past 5 there will be
at least three roll calls. There are some
who have to be at the White House this
evening.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, of course, I
do not know how many roll ealls there
will be, and I do not know whether any-
one can make any determination about
that, but certainly whether or not there
are roll calls or how much longer it might
take would involve a determination by
the leadership as to whether we should
continue tonight or not, But the limi~
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tation of time would simply bring us to
the voting point on the bill.

Mr, EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. EATON. Does our distinguished
leader have any objection to this going
over until tomorrow to_be voted on?

Mr, HALLECK. I do not know what
the prospect will be in respect to voting,
so I would not want to undertake to say
about that. But, certainly, there should
be no objection, if this is a fair limita-
tion of time for the remaining amend-
ments and the consideration of the bill,
to conclude this evening.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, it
seems to me there should be 10 minutes
on each amendment.

Mr. EATON. There will be that
amount of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 5. (a) The President shall promptly
terminate the provision of relief assistance
to the people of any country whenever he
determines (1) that, by reason of changed
conditions, the provislion of relief assistance
of the character authorized by this joint
resolution is no longer necessary, (2) that
any of the assurances given pursuant to sec-
tion 3 are not being carried out, (3) that an
excessive amount of any supplies transferred
or otherwise made available pursuant to this
joint resolution, or of similar supplies pro-
duced locally or imported from outside
sources, is being used to assist in the main-
tenance of armed forces in such country, or
(4) that supplies transferred or otherwise
made avallable pursuant to this joint reso-
lution, or similar supplies produced locally
or imported from outside sources, are being
exported or removed from such country.

(b) Rellef assistance to the people of any
country, under this joint resolution, shall,
unless sooner terminated by the President,
be terminated whenever such termination is
directed by concurrent resolution of the two
Houses of the Congress.

Sec. 6. The authority of the President un-
der sections 2, 3, and 4 may, to the extent
the President directs, be exercised by the
Becretary of State.

SEc, 7. The President shall submit to the
Congress quarterly reports of expenditures
and activities under authority of this joint
resolution.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment because I
think it should be clear to the House ex-
actly what this amendment means. A
similar amendment came up before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and was
voted down because the purport of the
amendment—and I ask this in a form of
a question of my friend, the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Lopgel, with
whom I am generally on the same side—
the purport of this amendment is to
endeavor to cause the Senate to reject
the Hungarian Treaty which is now be-
fore it because if the Senate approved the
treaty relief would not move to Hungary.
Therefore, if the House votes for this
amendment, what it is doing is saying
that if the Senate ratifies the treaty no
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relief shall move to Hungary., I ask the
gentleman that question.

Mr. LODGE. I will say to the gentle-~
man that as the situation looks now my
amendment would appear to include only
Hungary, but, of course, Austria may be
called upon to pay reparations, in which
case it would include Austria. The case
of Ifaly is different since reparations
under the Italian treaty will be post-
poned 2 years, so that Italy is not af-
fected.

I will say this, that at the time my
amendment was voted down in commit-
tee, General Marshall had not yet re-
turned from Moscow. We now know
that he is opposed to the American peo-
ple paying out a lot of money in repa-
rations, and it is my hope that these
treaties will be defeated in order not to
visit these reparations on the American
taxpayers and also on these people.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman
fror Ohio.

Mr, VORYS. Did not General Mar-
shall announce at Moscow the American
principle that we are not willing in the
case of Germany to pour in relief at one
end while our former Allies take out rep-
arations at the other, and does not that
apply with equal force to the other peace
treaties?

Mr. JAVITS. I think the House now
has it very clearly that no relief will
move to Hungary if the treaty before the
Senate carrying Hungarian reparations
is ratified, and that therefore the House
would be saying that it wants a new
Hungarian treaty if it adopts this amend-
ment.

Mr. LODGE. Relief will go forward
to Hungary. The gentleman prophesies
that the Hungarian treaty will be rati-
fied. I am inclined to think that the
other body will not do so. In any event,
I want relief to go to Hungary and I also
do not want the Hungarians and, inci-
dentally, the Americans, to have to pay
reparations to Soviet Russia. That is
the purpose of my amendment. It is to
provide relief for the Hungarihins and not
to deprive them of it. It is to protect
the Hungarians from onerous and un-
just treaty reparations. It is to protect
the American taxpayers from the burden
of reparations while they are burdened
with relief.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. EEATING. May I ask the gentle-
man from Connecticut this question: Is
it not a fact that the only ground upon
which relief will not go to Hungary under
the gentleman's amendment will be if
the Senate ratifies the existing treaty?

Mr. LODGE, That is correct. I feel
that a country which needs relief as
badly as Hungary should not be called
upon to pay reparations. My purpose is
to protect the Hungarians from the loss
of relief, from having to pay reparations,
and at the same time to protect the

American taxpayer.
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Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. MATHEWS. May I ask either of
these gentlemen who are members of the
committee how Great Britain can pay
$40,000,000 of this when she borrowed
£3,750,000,000 from us and is now retir-
ing from Greece because she cannot bear
the financial burden there?

Mr. JAVITS. I respectfully submit
that the question is not germane to this
discussion, the $40,000,000 is a sterling
loan of Great Britain to Austria.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. LobpGE]l.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Javirs) there
were—ayes 90, noes 37.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vorys: On page

B, strike out lines 23 to 25, inclusive, and in-
gert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 6. Relief assistance under this joint
resolution shall be administered, to the ex-
tent the President directs, by a Relief Ad-
ministrator who shall be appointed by the
Presldent, by and with the advice and con-
gent of the Senate and shall perform such
functions relating to the administration of
this act as the President shall prescribe,
The Administrator shall receive such salary
and have such staff as the President shall
determine.”

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, the hour
islate. In commenting upon the amend-
ment offered earlier by the gentlewoman
from New York, I think I described this
amendment. This leaves the Adminis-
trator under the President, and does not
attempt to substitute the Administrator
for the President, but provides, as is
provided in the Greek-Turkish relief bill
in the form it passed the Senate, for a
relief administrator to be appointed with
the advice and consent of the Senate
and to conduct the relief administration
under the direction of the President.

Mr. Chairman, there has been some
talk to the effect that a Senate con-
firmation might involve some delay. The
United States Senate has already con-
firmed 12,600 executive appointments
this year up to April 15. I am sure that
a good appointment will be promptly
coniirmed.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. Will the Administra-
tor, under section 4, in the supervision
of the distribution of these supplies that
are purchased with the money that is
authorized here, see that the people of
these devastated countries who are with-
out food and money to buy the food can
get some of this relief?

Mr. VORYS. That is provided in the
specimen agreements which were sub-
mitted to the committee The rationing
system must not only provide for sale
but for free rations for those who need it.
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Mr. BARRETT. Who gets the prefer-
ence—the man with the money or the
fellow without the money to buy the
food?

Mr. VORYS. As I stated, there is
a minimum ration to be distributed,
whether there is money available to pay
for it or not. That is provided in the
specimen agreements.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.* '

This amendment simply substifutes
for General Marshall another appointee
by the President to be confirmed by the
Senate. Not only is this a matter of
foreign policy, but I wish to point out
that we have General Marshall, a Cabi-
net officer, who has already been con-
firmed and who attends to these matters
of foreign policy. I am convinced that
today, particularly, would be a very un-
fortunate time to eliminate him by this
bill and substitute anybody else for Gen-
eral Marshall just when he has returned
from his mission to Moscow and made his
report, as all of you know, last night. It
seems to me that it would be quite un-
fortunate, as I say, to substitute anybody
for him at this particular time.

Furthermore, this matter has been de-
layed entirely too long. I am afraid it
is an unfortunate fact that because of
that delay, some of which I thought was
unnecessary although I may be wrong,
many people are going to starve. Cer-
tainly when we already have an officer
of our Government who has been con-
firmed by the Senate and is ready to act
and who I think is acting excellenily in
foreign affairs, I cannot conceive of the
idea of further delaying the matter to
cause a confirmation by the Senate to
be necessary, despile what my genial
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, says
about the 3,000 executive appointees
having been confirmed. I call attention
to the fact that we also had a Lilienthal
confirmation debate.

One other thing, it is passing strange
that although my friends on the other
side have been talking about bureaus all
these years and are still talking about
them, you now want to create a new
bureau to perform a function for which
we already have someone who is quite
competent.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield gladly.

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman knows
that General Marshall is not going to
administer this. According to a lefter
that we had from Acting Secretary
Acheson, a man by the name of Mr. Dick
Allen, formerly with the Red Cross, is the
man who is proposed. If that man is as
good as we are told he is, I have no
doubt of his confirmation by the Senate.
If there is something wrong with him,
that is something else, but General Mar-
shall is not going to administer this. We
have already been told who is going to
do it.

Mr. JARMAN. Of course, it would be
administered in Europe. Undoubtedly
that man would be appointed, I judge,
from what the gentleman says, but why
run any risk of further delaying this
matter? Particularly as I say at this
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time, why slap General Marshall in the
face?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. Iyield.

Mr. TABER. I wonder if the gentle-
wants to have anything in the nature of
relief revert to the kind of administra-
tion we have got on this relief program
out of the State Department under
UNRRA? I think that is about as bad
as anything that ever happened.

Mr. JARMAN. Under UNRRA we
had a director, just as the gentleman
wants now, as I understand it.

Mr. TABER. Not confirmed by the
Senate.

Mr. RAYBURN. The same man who
appointed him would have to appoint
somebody else.

Mr. JARMAN. Yes; the same man
would appoint him.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I gladly yield.

Mr. RICHARDS. Is it not more nec-
essary than ever today to synchronize
our relief efforts with our foreign policy?

Mr. JARMAN. There is no question
about that.

Mr. RICHARDS. The man who is to
be in supreme charge of our foreign pol-
icy should be in supreme charge of relief.

Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. VORYS. My amendment leaves
the man who is in charge of our foreign
policy still with full responsibility over
this matter.

The CHAIRMAN. The ftime of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. JARMAN]
has expired.

All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Vorys].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. RICHARDS)
there were—ayes 120, noes 67.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment, which
is at the desk.

The Clerk read, as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoENsoN of
California: That House Joint Resolution 153
be amended by adding a new section thereto
to be kncwn as section 6 (a), which shall
follow section 6 and precede section T of
the resolutlon, as follows to wit:

“Sec. 6 (a). The officers or agencies au-
thorized or designated to carry out the pro-
visions of this resolution shall, wherever
possible, administer said resolution in ac-
cordance with the following principles:
That wherever possible dehydrated or dried
foodstufis shall be used, providing they meet
the relief situation at the place where they
are to be shipped, and meet the nutrition re-
quirments of the people who are to eat the
food. If consistent with these requirements

foodstuffs of such types and kinds shall be
used as may be helpful to our domestic
economy.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, the only purpose of offering
this amendment was to raise the prob-
lem of the acdministration of this act. I
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am thoroughly in accord with the reso-
lution and intend to vote for it, because
in 1945 I made a trip with a subcom-
mitiee fo Europe and learned by personal
observation in what a chaotic condition
the people of Europe live. I think I
thoroughly understand the need for this
sort of action but I think we should try
in the administration of this act to mesh
the welfare of the American economy
with relief to the devastated areas and
to the hungry people of Europe. I there-
fore mentiion the fact that where we can
we should use dehydrated foocds and we
should use foods of which there are sur-
pluses.

For instance, just to illustrate the
point I am trying to exnlain, today there
are on the market 4,000,000 pounds of
uehydiated onions which the Army and
Navy have turned back to the contrac-
tors who sold the onions to the services.
The ratio of dehydrated onions to fresh
onions is 10 to 1. That is, that each
pound of dried onions was made from 10
pounds of fresh onions.. There are
therefore 40,000,000 pounds of this food
now on the market and if we do not find
some outlet for it, outside of our own
counftry, the whole onion market this
year and next will collapse and our
economy as far as those raising or han-
dling onions will be very badly damaged.

Then there are some dried fruits that
are also in surplus. Here the ratio is
about 1 pound of dried fruit represents
4 pounds of fresh fruit.

In the dehydrating of fruits and vege-
tables, none of the vitamins or nutrition
of the fresh product is lost. All that is
required is to soak the fruit or vegetable
in water, and it is ready for cooking. In
the shipment of this type of food it can
be seen that only one-tentl: 0. one-fourth
of the space or weight is required to give
the same number of vitamins or the
same amount of nutrition, as il the fresh
product were sent. The resultant saving
in hauling charges, ships, labor, and so
forth, is tremendous, but the starving
people get just as much food.

My only purpose in presenting this
amendment is to try to get a little com-
mon sense into the administration of this
act, because we have had so many curi-
ous results and disappointments from
the administration of these various re-
lief programs. If there are surplus foods
having the proper nutritional value and
of the right kind for the area and people
invoived we shouid use them and thus
help our economy.

The question I want to ask the chair-
man is this—and I have heretofore pre-
sented this amendment to the chairman:
Is it the gentleman's understanding from
the hearings that were held that the
matter of administering this relief will
be in accordance with the principles of
the amendment I have offered, namely,

that we will use foods that have the

proper nutritional value, that are of the
right kind for the people involved, and,
if possible, use foods which are in sur-
plus?

Mr, EATON. I may say in reply to
the gentleman from California that that
is the assumption upon which the com-
mittee has acted, that we have the best
food available, procured in such way as

L
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would be for the advancement of our
own economy.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Thank
you, Mr, Chairman; your answer is ap-
preciated and a good yardstick for ad-
ministrators of this act.

Mr. SADOWSEI, Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California, I yield.

Mr. SADOWSEKI. Are these onions
California onions?

Mr. JOHNEON of California. Some
are from California and some are from
many other States. It is not a California
matter, it is a humane matter, but of
course we want these poor people to
have the best, o, naturally, they should
get some Californig fruits and vegetables,

Mr, Chairman, I withdraw my amend-
ment. The chairman’s answer satisfies
me.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further amendments, under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose, and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. ScuwAee of Oklahoma, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation House Joint Resolution 153, pro-
viding for relief assistance to the people
of countries devastated by war, pursuant
to House Resolution 187, he reported the
resclution back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted in the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Is a sepa-
rate vote demanded on any amendment?

Mr. BLOOM. Mr, Speaker, I demand
a separate vote on the Jonkman amend-
ment and also a separate vote on the
Colmer-Mundt amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote
demanded on any other amendment?
If not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the votes on the
amendments and the bill go over until
10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

EXTENSICN OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an article.

Mr. HINSHAW asked and was given
permission to include in the remarks he
made in the Committee of the Whole
today certain editorials.

PORTAL-TO-PORTAL ACT OF 1947

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa submitited a
conference report and statement on the
bill (H. R. 2157) to define and limit the
jurisdiction of the courts, to regulate ac-
tions arising under certain laws of the
United States, and for other purposes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in-
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clude an article appearing in Sunday’s
New York Times magazine section.

Mr. POULSON asked and was given
permission to revise and exiend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an edi~
torial.

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a subcommitiee
of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries be permitted to sit during
general debate tomorrow,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. WEICHEL]?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow
during general debate the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and the
Committee on Education and Labor may
be permitted to sit during the session of
the House, -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow
during general debate the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce may
be permitted to hold hearings.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs may
be permitted to sit during general debate
tomorrow.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection 1o
the request of the gentlewoman from

 Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the REcoRrRp in reference to
General Bliss.

Mr, HAND asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. GaTHINGgs (at
the request of Mr, Cravens) for today
and tomorrow on account of absence on
official business.

The SPEAKEL. Under previous spe-
cial order of the House, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Hanp] is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

RECIPROCAL TRADE ACT

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I have long
been troubled with the ultimate efiect
that the Reciprocal Trade Act will have
on the industry of America and its labor
force. When Congress extended this
act in 1945 for an additional 3 years,
and provided that tariffs might be
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lowered by another 50 percent, we abdi-
cated our control over tariffs and dele-
gated all our responsibility to the exec-
utive department. It was for this rea-
son that I then spoke against the passage
of the bill and voted against it, and in
the 2 years that have passed since then,
during which I have given continuous
study to the question, I have not changed
my mind.

I represent the Second Congressional
District of New Jersey, which comprises
Atlantic, Cumberland, and Cape May
Counties. This is the home of many
substantial industries. Food processing
and the manufacture of clothing is car-
ried on extensively. Commercial fish-
ing is of great importance. And pri-
marily, so far as tariff questions are con-
cerned, the district, particularly Cum-
berland County, is one of the most im-
portant producers of glassware in the
United States.

There are today between 9,000 and
10,000 workers occupied in the produc-
tion of glass products in this district.
The glassware manufactured here varies
from ordinary containers to intricate
apparatus for laboratory use, and rep-
resents a sales volume between $30,000,-
000 and $35,000,000 per annum.

The actual labor involved represents
from 25 percent of the cost of fully auto-
matic machine-made containers to 89
percent in the production of glass appa-
ratus for laboratory or industrial use.

The average hourly wages, on a basis
of a 40-hour work week, range from
$0.985 to $1.644.

During the past 10 years, wage rates
have increased 107 percent for male
workers and 135 percent for female heip.
The plant and equipment investment per
worker averages about §4,000. ’

I would like to say in passing that the
labor relations in this industry in my
district have been for the most part ex-
ceptionally good, and the combination of
excellent management and high-grade
workers made an important contribution
of vital materials to the United States
during the war. :

This essential industry and other im-
portant businesses in my area are
threatened by the power of the executive
department to manipulate and decrease
tariffs. The International Conference at
Geneva, which began April 8, can spell
the difference between the continuance
and discontinuance of this and many
American enterprises.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe in the
eXclusion of foreign products, and I
recognizz the necessity of cultivating
foreign trade, but there are some speci-
fied industries which by their very nature
require reasonable and adequate protec-
tion; and require, in my judgment, that
- that protection be guarded and provided
by the elected representatives of the
people in Congress, and not by the State
Department, which in its zeal to culti-
vate our foreign relations often neglects
our domestic welfare.

It is for this reason that I have intro-
duced a bill to restore to Congress at
least the right of veto of tariff treaties
which are harmful, I think the bill is
necessary, and I hope it will have the
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prompt attention of the Ways and Means
Committee and of the House. It does
not interfere with the international con-
ference about to proceed, and it does not
retard foreign trade. It merely restores
to the Congress, where it rightfully be-
longs, ultimate authority over tariff ques-
tions, the protection of the American
worker and American industry. The
bill is brief, and reads as follows:

A bill to require approval by Congress of
Executive agreements with respect to the
reduction of tariff rates before the same
becomes effective
Be it enacted, etc., That on and after the

effective date of this act no Executive agree-
ment which contains any provision for re-
duction of tariff rates shall become effective
until such agreement shall have been filed
for a pertod of 80 days with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives and with the Bec-
retary of the Senate. If during such perlod
of 90 days the Congress shall, by joint reso-
lution, disapprove the agreement, it shall not
thereafter be executed and shall for all pur-
poses be void.

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution gives
the Congress jurisdiction over the regu-
lation of foreign trade, custom duties,
and tariffs. When Congress passed the
original Reciprocal Trade Act in 1934, as
well as the extensions of that act, it ab-
dicated its responsibility under the Con-
stitution, and departed from a program
which had been in effect in this country
for many years.

It is my feeling that Congress should
take action to restrain or delay the nego-
tiating of reciprocal treaties which are
about to be undertaken. If agreements
are made now, they should be very flexi-
ble. World conditions are changing
rapidly and trade agreements must re-
flect such changes.

If the United States is to help in mend-
ing a torn world, we must maintain a
sound productive economy within our
own borders. Domestic producers and
manufacturers must be in a position to
compete in the domestic market on an
equitable basis with foreign products of
similar character.  An equifable tariff
cannot be considered a barrier to trade;
it has the opposite effect. Fair competi-
tion is stimulating to business. At this
time nearly all of the other countries of
the world with whom the treaties are to
be negotiated have nationalized industry,
and for us to believe that the free enter-
prise of this country can compete with
nationalized industry in other countries
is fantastic, unless adequate safe-
guards are provided. Before negotiating
treaties we should have definite assur-
ances as to wage scales that are going
to be maintained abroad, agreements
that governments will not use their na-
tionalized industries to pour foreign
products into our country to the great
detriment of our own labor and indus-
tries.

Another matter of great concern is the
question of protecting certain key indus-
tries in the United States which have
made it possible for this country to wage
two successful wars. Tariffs should not
be lowered on the products of these key
industries, as they are indispensable fo
our national existence and our very life.
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Most of these industries are highly spe-
cialized and require the highest type of
both c=killed and wunskilled workers.
Labor costs are one of the most important
factors, and we must not subject these
industries to foreign competiticn that
would render them impotent. While at
the present time labor and industry seem
to be far apart on many of their problems,
their interests dovetail on tariffs, and
many labor unions throughout the
United States have joined in the protest
against the lowering of tariff rates and
have filled briefs with the Reciprocity
Information Committee. One prominent
union, representing thousands of work-
ers, stated in its protest:

‘We are not opposed to imports even though
those which are competitive with the prod-
ucts of our own American workers. We are
opposed to the entry into America's market

-of competitive articles, delivered at total

wholesale costs, duties paid, which are less
than our costs of production.

We do not seek any monopoly. However,
we will not knowingly or willingly permit
any Government officials to deprive us of
our work opportunities, and make us de-
pendent on either the charity of the Govern-
meny, cur relatives, or our friends in order
to satisfy the theorles of some or to add to
the riches of others.

We contend that with the changed condi-
tions which now exist in Germany, Japan,
Czechoslovakia, and other foreign countries,
which In former years were the major scurce
of supplies for American distributors of for-
elgn hand-made glassware articles, there is
no definite way at this time of knowing what
the production costs of competitive hand-
made glassware articles is or will be in the
immediate future in those countries.

In addition, it is of interest to have fi:
mind that millions of dollars worth of the
latest American automatic machinery has
been installed in these foreign countries, at
little or no cost to the operators of such
machinery and that their future costs of
production will scon be much lower than it
has been in former years.

One does not have to be equipped with a
college training or recognition as an econo-
mist to realize that tariff rates which permit
of competitive foreign-made products being
delivered into America’s market at less than
American costs of production would scon
result in the closing down of America's fac-
tories and unemployment for those American
workers dependent upon such factories and
workshops for their livelihood.

On the other hand, the American Tar-
iff League which represents several hun-
dred industries was very fair in its brief
filed with the committee which stated:

Currently the world’s economy is chaotic.
The United States is at present engaged, as
are other countries, in endeavoring to catch
up with a demand for goods created by war-
time shortages. We do not have any general
surplus for export and it will take consid-
erable time to reconsiruct and improve our
domestic facilities to meet domestic needs
and create an exportable surplus. During
this chaotie periocd, we respectfully submit,
it is unwise to complicate the situation still
further by a mass revision of our tarif.

Indeed the league helieves it is unfair at
this particular time td expect domestic pro-
ducers to furnish to the Committee for Reci-
procity Information the kind of statistical
and informational material which the Com-
mittee ought to have in its work of correlat-
ing information about domestic productlion,
Imports, foreign costs, ete.
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It is quite apparent that Congress
should adopt a definite policy in con-
nection with reciprocal trade agree-
ments. It should:

First. Pass a resolution calling for a
delay of at least 6 months before any
new treaties are entered into, during
which time a further study of world con-
ditions could be made.

Second. Pass suitable legislation pro-
tecting the key industries of the United
States which have helped win two wars.

Third. Provide that treaties would not
be extended under the favored-nation
clause unless all of the nations that
would benefit from such an extension
would agree to increase wage rates so
that the commodities produced in the
foreign countries would be on an equal
basis with the commodities produced in
this country. A study should be made to
determine how far the foreign countries
with whom we are to negotiate treaties
are going in the nationalization of in-
dustries and ascertain the effect that
such nationalization will have on the
treaties to be executed.

I am including a memorandum en-
titled “History of Scientific Glassware in
America” which, I think, is pertinent to
this subject:

HISTORY OF SCIENTIFIC GLASSWARE IN AMERICA

At the time of the Allied embargo in 1914,
the manufacturing of scientific glassware in
this country was negligible, being limited to
small shops working largely on repairs or
filling shortages of import orders. Along
with certain chemicals, drugs, dyes, and opti-
cal glassware, laboratory glassware had, up
to this time, been a complete German
monopoly.

Unlike the other industries mentioned, for
some reason the German firms did not see tit
to even establish an American subsidiary for
making scientific apparatus. As a result,
when the blockade became effective and im-
ports were shut off, there was, in England
and America, a real crisis.

England immediately called together her
glass manufacturers and sclentists and, in
addition to establishing and subsidizing a
school of glass technology, she placed all
scientific glassware under the safeguarding
of Key Industries Act.

Late in the spring of 1917 the Council of
National Defense called together in Wash-
ington a group of American glass manufac-
turers and from that meeting a new Ameri-
can industry was born.

No promises were extracted, but each plant
took upon itself the development of suitable
glasses, the training of men, and the neces-
sary capital that was required to meet what
would otherwise have been a seriour situa-
tion, not only to our War Department, but to
every major supporting industry requiring
the smallest degree of sclentific research or
control.

At the signing of the armistice, there were
at least 156 factories producing blown chemi-
cal ware and double that number fabricating
and graduating laboratory apparatus.

Early in 1919, before central Europe was
in a position to enter the American market,
there was a flood of Japanese glassware,
which demoralized the entire market. This
was so0 serious that in June 1919, this in-
dustry, the importance of which was still
fresh in the minds of both our Government
officlals and scientists, was picked out as one
of the few industries that should come un-
der the administration's emergency tariff
consideration,

In spite of the Tariff Acts of 1922 and 1930,
the industry was carried on by a decreasing
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number of plants, who practically subsidized
these departments. Until June of 1933, pre-
vious to the devaluation of the dollar, im=
ports from Germany, Czechoslovakia, Italy,
and Japan were seriously curtailing the
American production of this small but im-
portant industry.

This industry is highly specialized and re-
quires the highest type of both skilled and
unekilled workers and this branch of the
glass industry is still considered by the War
Department and Public Health Service as one
of the critical industries, the supply of which
must be assured.

Because it is an industry whose labor cost
is the important factor, the controlling ele-
ment of foreign competition is, therefore,
the standard of wages paid In these coun-
tries, further amplified by the unstable cur-
rency condition in both Europe and the
Orient.

At the outbreak of World War II, this
industry was in a position to rapidly expand
and furnish the Army and Navy medical serv-
ices, as well as the Public Health Service,
with enormous quantities of items that were
required in the war effort. Such production
would have been impossible if the industry
had not been continued after the First World
War, as modern science and medicine are en-
tirely dependent upon scientific apparatus.

Mr, Speaker, I close by repeating that
whatever ultimate changes it would seem
wise to make in our tariff laws, it is, at
the very least, necessary to immediately
restore to Congress the veto right over
agreements negotiated by the executive
department, which may be regarded by
the Congress as improvident. Congress
has no right, in my judgment, to shirk
its responsibility in this regard. My bill
will again clothe Congress with the power
and responsibility which belongs to it.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAND. I yield to the gentleman
from IMassachusetts.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts, I think
the gentleman ought to be complimented
for the very splendid statement he is
making this afterncon in calling to the
attention of the House and the Ameri-
can people the real danger that lies be-
fore us insofar as foreign trade is con-
cerned. While we all agree that we
ought to do what we can to rehabilitate
Europe, we must defend our own indus-
tries from this type of foreign competi-
tion, particularly from those totalitarian
governments that are being established
on the continent of Europe and else~
where, and who are taking over the in-
dustries completely and subsidizing them
and then later on, through reciprocal ar-
rangements, are hoping to deluge this
country with the cheap products of
those countries in competition with our
own labor.

Mr, HAND. I am in complete accord
with what the gentleman has said, Mr.
Speaker, and I know he has in mind,
among other things, the very disas-
trous effects that unwise agreements
would have on the great fishing industry
which he represents and which to a cer-
tain extent I represent, together with
shoes and textiles.

I am particularly interested in glass,
which is particularly vulnerable in the
present state of the law. I think if we
restore the situation so that Congress
can have the final say, the ultimate veto
power, s0 to speak, on these unwise
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agreements that may be negotiated, that
that will go a long way to solve the
problem,

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The
Committee on Ways and Means has giv-
en serious thought to many of those
problems in the continuous hearings they
have been holding over a period of days
and weeks and will continue for some
time to come, and I hope from that
there will come some solution along the
lines sugg:sted, that others will have
something to say other than the executive
department of the Government.

Mr. HAND. I thank the gentleman.
Both the gentleman and I have testified
before the Committee on Ways and
Means.

The SPEAKER. Undér previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. KLEIN] is recognized for
30 minutes.

DISPLACED PERSONS

Mr. ELEIN. Mr. Speaker, there has
been so much confusion and so many
misstatements with regard to immigra-
tion practices, aliens, and displaced per=
sons, that it is time to have the true pic-
ture open for inspection by Members of
Congress. The State Department, the
Department of Justice, and the well-
informed are fully aware of the con-
spiracy of distortion and misrepresenta-
tion which has been launched to confuse
the public and bedevil Congress on this
subject.

Richard C. Raymond, adviser to the
Department of State on displaced per-
sons, recently statcd:

We are concerned about a lot of false
propaganda that is gomg around about the
displaced persons. There is so much of it

that there almost seems to be a campaign
behind it.

In the last .issue of the Monthly
Review of the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service—March 1847—Commis-
sioner Carusi exposes some of the false
stories about immigration in an editorial
entitled “Rumor Versus Fact.”

Earlier this year Earl Harrison, for-
mer Commissioner of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service and dean of
the University of Pennsylvania Law
School, said:

Right now, there seems to have been
launched a campaign of misrepresentation
and distortion concerning immigration into
the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to disclose
and expose this campaign of misrepre-
sentation and to take up point by point
each count of this conspiracy of dis-
tortion.

Count 1 of the conspiracy consists of
the false propaganda that hundreds of
thousands, and even millions, of refugees
are entering the country illegally. A
reputable news magazine recently stated
that illegal entries were skyrocketing,
that foreigners caught entering the
country under false pretenses are now
at a rate of 170,000 a year, and it im-
plied that this number consisted entirely
of refugees. There have also been news-
paper editorials and articles which have
been repeated and spread upon the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcOrD to the effect that
2,000 aliens enter the country illegally
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every day. And here again an attempt
is made to convey the thought that these
are refugees seeking illegal entry into
the United States from European shores.
Commissioner Carus! answers this oft-
repeated falsehood as follows:

Rumors repeatedly infer that millions of
European refugees are crossing our borders
{llegally. These rumors may stem from the
fact that many Mexicans are illegally cross-
ing the southern border of the United States
in quest of work. These illegal Mexican en-
trants are being apprehended and returned
to Mexico by the immigration border patrol
gt the rate of 15,000 per month. If we may
Jjudge from protests that we are recelving
from the area along the Mexican border, our
expulsions of Mexicans are depleting the
labor supply to an extent which may exceed
the current raté of illegal entries. Be that
a8 It may, these people are neither Euro-
peans nor refugees. Attempted illegal en-
tries from the European area are less than
100 per month; most of these allens are
stowaways who arrive on vessels in groups
of from 2 to 10. Practically every one of
these stowaways is apprehended by the cap-
tain of the vessel before he reaches port and
is then turned over to our officers at the
pler. They are being returned whence they
came by the steamship companies which
brought them.

Count 2 of the conspiracy is that all
displaced persons of Europe are riffrafl
and undesirables.

There are approximately 850,000 dis-
placed persons in the various Zones in
Europe. Of these, more than 50 percent
are women and children. There are
150,000 children below the age of 17, and
of these 70,000 are estimated to be under
6 years of age. There are 77,000 farm
hands among the displaced, some 20,000
housemaids, and 18,000 construction
workers. Many are skilled workers,
some are professionals, and others are
business people. An investigation of
these displaced persons, set forth in a
House Military Affairs report, Seventy-
ninth Congress, second session, House
Report 2740, states:

The great majority of them are law-abid-
ing and sincerely grateful to the TUnited
States,

Count 3 of the conspiracy is the at-
tempt to paint all displaced persons as
Communists. Richard C. Raymond, ad-
viser on displaced persons in the State
Department, stated in this connection on
February 1, 1947, as follows:

A current report stated that there would
be many Communists among them and that
they would constitute a grave danger. To
anyone who has lived among these people
and knows them, this is simply not so, for
they are thoroughly unsympathetic to
communism.

And this is what Commissioner Carusi
has to say about the same subject:

As to those having foreign political philos-
ophies the law requires the exclusion on
political grounds of persons who are anarchist
or who believe in or advocate the overthrow
by force and violence of the Government of
the United States, or of all forms of law,
or who disbelieve In or are opposed to organ-
ized government, or who advocate certain
specified acts consistent with - these pre-
scribed doctrines. Any immigrant who falls
within one of these classes is ordered
excluded. "

In passing I ask: Could it be that the
charges of the professional alarmists
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against more liberal immigration and
the admission of the displaced are in-
spired by the Communists themselves?
They want the displaced turned over to
Russia and Russian-dominated coun-
tries. They would like to see the failure
of the President’s program for the dis-
placec of Europe. Members of Congress
owe it to themselves to ascertain the
sources of these falsely inspired rumors.
Let us not have the immigration question
confused and divided by the Communists.
Let all those who repeat these false
charges pay heed lest they innocently
front for the Communist Party-line on
the refugee problem.

These displaced persons prized free-
dom deeply enough to have suffered for
it. They are presently in detention
camps because they refuse to return to
Communist-dominated lands and to
countries where growing racial and polit-
ical persecution has taken hold. They
are today resisting as they have in the
past all forms of totalitarianism. Our
democratic way of life was born on Eu-
ropean shores among oppressed dis-
placed people and was first brought here
on the Mayfiower. Today's displaced
people of Europe are worthy successors
to the Pilgrims.

Count 4 of the conspiracy is the at-
tempt to make a Jewish issue out of the
problem of immigration, to convey the
thought that most of the displaced per-
sons are Jewish, and to fan the flames of
anti-Semitism and racial hatred. This
would be despicable even if all the dis-
placed persons of Europe were Jewish,
which is not the case. It is even more
contemptible because of the attempt to
mingle race prejudice with malicious
falsehoods. Eighty percent of the dis-
placed persons are of the Catholic and
Protestant faith. And religious organ-
izations of these faiths are solidly be-
hind the movement to take our fair
share of the displaced persons of Eu-
rope. Only 20 percent of the displaced
are of the Jewish faith and of these an
overwhelming majority desire to emi-
grate to Palestine, and not to the United
States.

On this subject, Commissioner Carusi
says:

Other rumors imply that large propor-
tions of those persons who are admitted
to the United States are of one faith * * »,
A preponderance of immigrants from any
one religious faith is & matter of chance in-
fluenced by economic or other factors which
may persuade particular groups to migrate
to the United States at any given time.
Such a preponderance, if it occurs, is not a
violation of law nor does any alien's religious

affiliation bear upon his admissibility into
this country.

Count 5 of the conspiracy is the at-
tempt to disparage refugees who are law-
fully in the United States and to describe
them as criminals and Communists.
The short answer to that is the state-
ment of J. Edgar Hoover, made during
the war years. He stated that “the ex-
perience of the FBI in coping with foreign
agents, spies, and saboteurs has conclu-
sively illustrated that the great mass of
aliens are loyal to the United States, de-
voted to the principles of democracy.”
And all those who have ever made any
studies on the subject of immigration
and crime have concluded that the over-
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whelming majority of aliens in the
United States are law abiding.

‘Count 6 of the conspiracy is the double
barreled falsehood that there are a mil-
lion veterans unemployed and that the
immigration of displaced persons will re-
sult in aggravating this unemployment
problem. It is true that more than a mil-
lion veterans were drawing veteran’s un=
employment compensation. On the
other hand statistics show that not more
than 80,000 drew henefits for any sus-
tained period. At the same time, Depart-
ment of Labor statistics disclosed that
there were critical manpower shortages
in agricultural workers, certain types of
medical personnel, construction workers,
and domestics. It is an economic fact
fully supported in a recent booklet en-
titled Economic Aspects of Immigra-
tion published by the iWational Commit-
tee on Immigration Policy, that immi-
grants do not take jobs away from vet-
erans or other Americans.

The bulk of the displaced persons are
workers. As I previously stated, there
are some 77,000 farm hands among
them; some 20,000 are housemaids.
Many are skilled workers; some are pro-
fessionals; others still are business peo-
ple. There is a great shortage of farm
labor and domestic service in the United
States. New immigrants who are not
workers tend to open noncompetitive
business shops. A recent study in a met-
ropolitan city showed that each refugee
entrepreneur in business created a job
for seven Americans. The largest labor
unions in our country, the CIO and the
A, F. of L. representing over 13,000,000
workers, are on record as favoring the
admission of displaced persons, As
stated in recent testimony by a Depart-
ment of Justice representative, “a great
number of immigrants, both quota and
nonquota, are not within the competitive
field of employment.” Many of the dis-
placed are women and children. The
small number admitted in proportion to
our total population cannot create a
serious unemployment problem and it
should be remembered that all immi-
grants are consumers.

Count 7 of the conspiracy is the in-
spired falsification that a regular swarm
of persons from Europe has been and is
now coming into this country. It has
been said that the present influx is seven
times the immigration rate during the
depression years of the early thirties, and
greater than any year since 1929. What -
are the facts?

In 1929 the United States Congress
passed immigration laws permitting 153,
000 quota immigrants to enfer the coun-
try annually. During the war years,
from 1940 to 1946 only 15 percent of the
total world quota was used. Nine hun-
dred and fourteen thousand seven hun-
dred and sixty-two people who could
have entered the United States legally
under quotas did not do so. In the fiscal
year ended 1946 only 29,095 quota immi-
grants entered. Is this greater than the
number who entered any year since 1929
or during the depression years of the
early thirties? I merely call your at-
tention to the fact that in 1930, 141,497
quota immigrants entered the United
States and in each of the five additional
years the admissions have exceeded the
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number who entered during the last fis-
cal year 1946.

These are the major counts of the
conspiracy which has taken shape to dis-
tort and confuse the picture of immigra-
tion and displaced persons. It is inter-
esting to observe that many of those who
have been misled are the first to cry for
the expenditure of moneys to investigate
rumors they helped spread when by
mere contact with administrative offi-
cials the true facts can be ascertained.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come when
we should do something about the dis-
placed persons of Europe. Our pro-
gram should be guided by full knowledge
of the facts and not by blind prejudice,
false rumors or propaganda which seeks
to hinder and obstruect action by the
United States. {

H. R. 2910, introduced by the gentle-
man from Illinocis on April 1, 1947, au-
thorizes the admission to the United
States of 100,000 displaced persons in
each of four emergency years. It will,
if enacted into law, recapture only in
part the unused war quotas. The prin-
cipal of this bill has been endorsed by
more than 100 separate organizations.
Religious groups, labor and civic organ-
izations, and some veteran groups, have
all gone on record as favoring the admis-
sion of our fair share of the displaced
persons of Europe.

In conclusion, I call attention to Barry
Bingham's keen analysis of the displaced
persons problem in the Courier Journal
of Louisville, Ky. We might well weigh
these words:

There are four courses which America
might pursue in dealing with this human
problem. One is to let the DP's stay for-
ever in former concentration camps, at a
cost of $300,000,000 a year to the American
taxpayer. Another is to abandon them and
let them starve. A third is to try to force
them on other countries, while Insisting
that we ourselves can give shelter to none of
them in the United States. The fourth is
to take the lead in distributing them among
various nations by offering to take a limited
number into this country.

The first two solutions seem out of the
guestion, as too expensive and too brutal.

The third is the course we have been tacitly"

following, though we have never officially
adopted it and it is not sanctioned by any
of our responsible leaders. It has produced
no results to date, for almost none of the
DP’s have been resettled in new countries.

The fourth solution has both logic and
humanity on its side, but unfortunately
creates an emotional block in many Ameri-
can minds. The Citizens Committee on Dis-
placed Persons has proposed admitting
400,000, more than half of whom are women
and children under 18.

Mr. Speaker, there are eminently prac-
tical reasons for America to take the lead
in placing the displaced persons. Gen-
eral McNarney, the commanding general
of our military forces in Europe, has said
that our occupation troops in Germany
could be cut sharply if the DP's were
moved out of the country. At present
they are a dead expense on our hands.

The moral reasons for coming to their
rescue hardly need recital. One of the
proudest of American traditions lies in
the fact that this country gave harbor
to the victims of religious and political
persecution. The Pilgrim Fathers came
"0 our shores for those very reasons. The
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same impetus sent thousands of German
families 'to American shores after the
revolution of 1848, and our country has
had few more useful citizens. America
was built by refugees from foreign lands.
Is it any wonder that the world looks to
us today for an act of leadership?

I commend to your attention H. R.
2910, introduced by the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. StratTOoN]. This bill would
permit the admission into this country
of 100,000 DP’s in each of four emer-
gency years. It deserves your support
and I trust that the Members will sup-
port it, both in committee and on the
floor,

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of the
following title was taken from the
Speaker’s table and, under the rule, re-
ferred as follows:

8.J.Res. 102, Joint resolution to permit
United States common communications car-
rlers to accord free communication privi-
leges to official participants in the world
telecommunications conferences to be held
in the United States in 1947; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

B.736. An act authorizing the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia to estab-
lish daylight-saving time in the District of
Columbia during 1947.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MACKINNON. Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(av 5 o'clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the
House, under its previous order, ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
April 30, 1947, at 10 o'clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

611. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
provide for the effective operation and ex-
pansion of the Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

612. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy
and Secretary of War, transmitting a draft of
& proposed bill to authorize leases on real or
personal property by the War and Navy De-
partments, and for other reasons; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

613. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $140,000 for
the legislative branch, House of Representa-
tives (H. Doc. No. 224); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

614. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $21,500 for
the legislative branch, Office of Superintend-
ent of Documents, Government Printing Of-
fice (H. Doc. No. 225); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

615. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
Treasury Department for the fiscal year 1947
amounting to 466,000 (H. Doc. No. 226); to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.
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616. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting deficlency
estimates of appropriation for the fiscal year
1946 and prior years in the amount of $85,-
089.24, and supplemental estimates of appro-
priation for the fiscal year 1947 in the amount
of $269,500 for the Department of Justice
(H. Doc. No. 227); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

617. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to re-

peal the laws relating to the length of tours .

of duty of officers and enlisted men of the
Army at certain foreign stations; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Bervices.

618. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States Army, dated December
4, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex-
amination of Parkers Creek, Calvert County,
Md., authorized by the River and Harbor Act,
approved on March 2, 1945; to the Committee
on Public Works.

619. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States Army, dated December
4, 1948, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex-
amination of Petoskey Harbor, Mich., author-
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved on
August 26, 1837; to the Committee on Public
Works.

620. A letter from the Becretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States  Army, dated December
12, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a review of reports
on Danvers River, Mass., requested by a reso-
lution of the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on
April 13, 1939; to the Committee on Public
Works.

621. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States Army, dated December
6, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary exam-
ination of Big EKingston Creek, Md., author-
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved on
March 2, 1945; to the Committee on Public
Works.

622, A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States Army, dated December
3, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex-
amination of Bear Creek and Lynch Cove,
Md., authorized by the River and Harbor Act
approved on March 2, 1945; to the Committee
on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. TABER: Committee on Appropriations.
H. R. 3245. A bill making appropriations to
supply deficlencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 323). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 200. Resolution
providing for the consideration of H. R. 3203,
a bill relative to maximum rents on hous-
Ing accommodations; to repeal certain pro-
visions of Public Law 388, Seventy-ninth
Congress; and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 324). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 183. Reso-
lution to provide for a Coordinator of Infor-
mation for the House of Representatives;
with amendments (Rept. No. 8256). Referred
%0 the House Calendar.

.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. TABER:

H.R. 3245. A bill making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

By Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan (by re-
quest) :

H.R.3246. A blll to modify the require-
ments relating to life-saving appliances on
passenger vessels navigating the Great
Lakes; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

H. R. 3247, A bill to provide basic authority
for the performance of certain functions and
activities of the Coast and Geodetic Burvey,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BROPHY:

H.R.3248. A bill to discontinue in effect
certain war excise taxes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.3249. A bill to provide for a statutory
award of 10 percent to any war veteran who
was wounded, gassed, injured, or disabled
by an instrumentality of war in a zone of
hostilities, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr SOMERS:

H. R. 3260. A bill to provide for the full and
effective utilization of the personnel of the
Panama Canal, Canal Zone, and Panama Rall-
road Company without discrimination; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:

H.R.3251. A bill to amend the act of July
24, 1941 (55 Stat. 603), as amended, 580 as
to authorize naval retiring boards to consider
the cases of certain officers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

H.R.3252. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to convey to the city of Long
Beach, Calif., for street purposes an easement
in certain lands within the Navy housing
project at Long Beach, Calif.; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H. R.3253. A bill to authorize the allowance
of leave credit to officers of the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and the Reserve
components thereof who were denied such
credit as the result of certaln changes in
their status between September 8, 1939, and
August 9, 1946; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

H. R. 3254. A bill to provide additional in-
ducements to physicians and surgeons to
make a career of the United States naval
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr HERTER:

H.R. 3255. A bill to provide for preferences
under the immigration quotas; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KNUTSON:

H.R.3256. A bill to provide for a Resident

Commissioner to the United States from the
Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Public
Lands.
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By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.3257. A bill to create a National Can-
cer Research Commission in order to provide
for and coordinate research in an endeavor
to discover the cause or causes of cancer and
means for its prevention, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. LEMEE:

H.R.3258. A bill to provide that rentals
from certain temporary housing projects
shall accrue to the educational institution or
State or political subdivision thereof charged
with the maintenance of such housing, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. GARY:

. H.J.Res. 186. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States providing that Congress shall
fill any vacancy occurring in the office of
Vice President; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of California, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States to enact legislation to au-
thorize conversion of Federal savings and
loan associations into Btate savings and loan
or building and loan associations; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to make 1948 appropriations for flood-control
projects; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRAMELETT:

H. R. 32569. A bill for the rellef of Tsuyoshi
Matsumoto; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H.R.3260. A bill for the relief of Clarence

8. Osika; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr., JENKINS of Ohio:

H.R.3261. A bill for the rellef of Capt.
Carroll C. Garretson; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEMKE:

H.R.3262. A bill for the relief of Marjorie

Maloy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WALTER:

H.R.3263. A bill for the rellef of Tech.
Sgt. Tsuyoshi Matsumoto; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

394. By Mr. HOPE: Petitlon of Mr. and
Mrs. Ora L. Leslie and 48 other residents of
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Beloit, Eans., and vicinity, urging the enact-
ment of S. 265, a bill to prohibit the trans-
portation of alcoholic beverage advertising
in interstate commerce and the broadcast-
ing of alcoholic beverage advertising over the
radio; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

395. By Mr. SCRIVNER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Kansas, concern-
ing unemployment compensation and em-
ployment service; to the Committee on Ways
and Means. -

386. Also, petition of the Legislature of the
State of Kansas, concerning legislation to
place residents of the non-community-prop-
erty States on a parity with those of com-
munity-property States with respect to Fed-
eral income taxes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

397. Also, peiition of the Legislature of the
State of Kansas, concerning amendment to
the provisions of the Federal income-tax law
to permit deductions of amounts expended
in connection with the research and develop-
ment of new products; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

398. Also, petition of the Legislature of the
State of Kansas, concerning enactment of
legislation providing for conservation pay-
ments for the benefit of stripper wells, there-
by preventing the premature abandonment
thereof; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

399. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tlon of Wisconsin Society of Certified Public
Accountants adopted at & meeting of the
board of directors on April 21, 1947, petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to enactment of legislation to
end income-tax burden of the taxpayer; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

400. Also, Joint Resolution 32A of the
State of Wisconsin, petitioning the Congress
to amend the social-security law relative to
persons in public institutions; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

401. Also, Joint Resolution 31A of the
State of Wisconsin, relating to petitioning
Congress to raise the amount of personal ex-
emptions on Federal taxation of incomes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

402. By the SPEAEER: Petition of mem-
bers of Malden Townsend Club, No. 1, Mal-
den, Mass,, petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to endorsement of
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

403. Also, petition of Local 168, United
Farm Equipment and Metal Workers of
America (CIO), petitioning consideration of

‘their resolution with reference to request for

investigation of the Allis-Chalmers Manufac-
turing Co.'s behavior durlng strike; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

404. Also, petition of the Council of the
City of Toledo, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to urging
Congress not to pass legislation which is un-
necessarily repressive to either labor or man-
agement; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.
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